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Abstract 
Urban parks are among the few urban infrastructures that promote the social, economic and 
environmental well-being of city residents at the same time. Despite the importance of parks 
towards the development of cities, there is a major research gap within the Canadian context. The 
goal of this study is to examine the factors influencing the development and management of urban 
parks in the City of Vancouver.  The research focused on three main themes namely: the evolution 
of park planning, urban park management models and park user characteristics.  
Methodologically, the study relied on the mixed methods approach consisting of primary and 
secondary sources of data. The secondary data used for this study was collected from a variety of 
documentary sources such as Parks Board records, City of Vancouver documents, old newspapers 
and archival records. On the other hand, the primary data was collected by interviewing key 
stakeholders and conducting park user survey in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. 
The historical analysis of parks showed that the development of parks in the City of Vancouver 
has been approached from a multi-stakeholder perspective since the 19th century. Also, there has 
been an increase in the number of physical structures and area of hard landscaping on these parks. 
This is as a result of the continuous increase in the provision of more recreational facilities.  
Historically, the management of parks in the City of Vancouver has not been approached by one 
particular model but rather a combination of the elements of the public-for-profit model and the 
public-non-profit model. However, these models were not strategically laid down to guide the 
development of parks but rather came along with the incremental development of parks in the City 
of Vancouver. Similar to the historical approach to park management, the contemporary park 
management system of the City of Vancouver still relies on the hybrid model.  
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Park management decisions should be informed by the type of park, type of activities and the type 
of people who use the parks. The bivariate analysis showed that there is the need for park 
researchers to be cautious in generalizing their findings on the relationship between demographic 
characteristics and park use. Some of the results ascertained from assessing the relationships 
between demographic characteristics and park use are generalizable whilst others are context 
specific.  
For example, the chi-square analysis indicated that there is no statistically significant relationship 
between gender and active walking in Stanley Park (P>0.05). However, the relationship between 
gender and walking in Queen Elizabeth Park was statistically significant (P≤0.05). It is, therefore, 
important for park administrators and policy makers to formulate context-specific policies and 
management decisions in relation to the demographic characteristics of park users and active 
walking. 
The statistical analysis also indicated that the intensity of Stanley Park use is influenced by 
demographic characteristics such as marital status, place of origin, race, and age. On the other 
hand, the intensity of park use in Queen Elizabeth Park is influenced by demographic 
characteristics such as employment, gender, place of origin and religion. The results of the study 
showed a strong relationship between the place of origin of park users and the intensity of park 
use. The research finding showed that park users who live in Vancouver use both Stanley Park and 
Queen Elizabeth Park at a higher intensity rate than park users coming from outside Canada.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
1.0 Background 
Parks are an important urban infrastructure because they help to promote environmental, the social 
and economic well-being of city residents. Konijnendijk et al. (2013) define urban parks as open 
space areas mostly dominated by vegetation and water and generally reserved for public use.  
Despite the importance of parks towards the development of cities, there is a major research gap 
within the Canadian context. The goal of this study is to add to the body of literature on urban park 
planning in Canada through the assessment of urban park historical trends, management and park 
user characteristics in the City of Vancouver.  
The results of this research will serve as the basis for breaking new ground for professionals and 
academics who participate in park creation, design, and management. The literature on park 
development, design, and management generally focuses on fashions, conceptualizations, ideas, 
notions and styles. There is, therefore, the need for park literature that serves as the theoretical 
basis for park design, use, and management.   
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Not only is the topic unusual in the Canadian context, this also required an unusual organiza t ion 
for a dissertation. It may be helpful to explain that to the reader at the outset. The usual study is 
organized in the following way:  
 Introduction  
 Background material or literature review 
 Methodology 
 Results and analysis 
 Conclusions and implementation.   
However, in this study, there are many research questions and associated research methods for 
each that it was decided to structure the dissertation differently. The thesis has, therefore, been 
organized in the following way: 
I. Chapter One-Introduction  
II. Chapter Two-Theoretical Framework for Park Planning  
III. Chapter Three-Overview of Research Methods and Approach  
IV. Major Themes of Study 
a. Chapter Four-Theme One: The Evolution of Park Planning 
i. Literature Review 
ii. Research Questions 
iii. Research Hypothesis 
iv. Research Methods 
b. Chapter Five-Theme Two: Urban Park Management Models 
i. Literature Review 
ii. Research Questions 
iii. Research Hypothesis 
iv. Research Methods 
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c. Chapter Six and Chapter Seven-Theme Three: Park Use and User Characteristics  
i. Literature Review 
ii. Research Questions 
iii. Research Hypothesis 
iv. Research Methods 
V. Chapter Eight-Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
 
In such a structure, some redundancy is necessary for continuity and ease of reading. However, 
every attempt to keep such redundancy to a minimum while maintaining clarity has been pursued.  
Urban parks are essential to the development of our cities. This is because parks are among the 
few urban infrastructures that help in achieving all the three pillars of sustainable development at 
the same time. The 1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and Development 
categorized the three pillars of sustainable development into social goals, economic goals, and 
environmental goals. The provision of urban parks is vital in the: 
 preservation of the natural environment of our cities; 
 promotion of social interaction; and   
 economic development.  
Global population and urban development are increasing at unprecedented rates. This creates 
pressure on local, regional, and global natural environments (Duh et al., 2008). The world is 
currently moving in a direction where the vibrancy of a city is not only determined by its economic 
and social viability. The availability of efficient environmental systems is also an important 
determinant of the vibrancy of cities. Chiesura (2003) points out that urban greenery provides 
important environmental, ecological, social and psychological benefits to human societies that 
enrich human life with meanings and emotions.  
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Environmentally friendly cities generate tourist attractions, provide a favorable environment for 
active living and also promote the health of their inhabitants. These factors are currently serving 
as pull factors for people to live in such healthy communities, leading to the economic vibrancy of 
these cities. This shows a strong relationship between the sustainable environmental management 
of cities and their economic vibrancy. The expansion of cities leads to a competition between the 
built and natural environment.  Because of the enormous short-term economic benefits of the built 
environment, there is more pressure on the natural environment.  
The demand for land for housing, commercial space, and other economic activities has increased 
rapidly as a result of urbanization and this has adversely affected the natural environment. Urban 
congestion and poor quality of life deter investment in cities and these can be improved through 
the development of urban parks. Urbanization increases the land values of cities because of the 
increase in the demand for land. Consequently, this affects the ability of city authorities to preserve 
the natural resources in cities. As the city expands, land resources reserved for urban parks are 
either encroached or rezoned for other uses which have direct economic benefits.  
The human population has almost doubled from 3 billion in 1960 to over 6.6 billion, and by 2030, 
more than two-thirds of the world's human inhabitants will live in urban areas (United Nations 
Secretariat, 2007). According to Statistics Canada (2008), 80% of all Canadians lived in an area 
classified as urban in 2006. In 2011, 18.9% of Canadians lived in rural areas with the urban 
population comprising of 81.1% (Statistics Canada, 2011). On the other hand, 50% of the world’s 
population lived in urban centers in 2007 (United Nations Secretariat, 2007). Over the past century, 
there has been a great shift from rural settlements to urban areas in Canada and the world as a 
whole.  
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Urbanization, however, has environmental consequences despite its immense economic benefits. 
As the city expands economically, it experiences rapid population growth; thus, putting pressure 
on available facilities and services at the expense of natural vegetation. City expansion is also 
associated with a wide range of environmental and social problems. The provision of urban parks 
helps to maintain the natural environment of our cities while at the same time providing social and 
economic benefits. The creation, protection and use of urban parks in the face of city expansion 
depend on the effective park policies and management practices that meet the needs of the 
citizenry. Urban parks and other green spaces are valuable to residents for a variety of reasons and 
some degree of management is needed to ensure at least their preservation, if not enhancement, in 
a rapidly urbanizing society (Home et al., 2007).  
City authorities, policy makers, politicians and park administrators are aware of the enormous 
benefits in the development of urban parks and mostly respond to communal needs through the 
formulation of policies and legislation. Despite growing interest, rhetoric and research on 
ecological design in landscape architecture, practitioners are not implementing as many ecological 
design strategies as might be expected (Calkin, 2005). The implementation of these policies is 
mostly hindered by the extent of stakeholder participation in the policy formulation process, 
conflicting interest among the various interest groups, the human resources, the logistical and 
financial capacity of implementing institutions.  
The increase in the demand for land which in turn puts pressure on land resources is also a major 
inhibiting factor in the creation and management of urban parks.  The overall goal of the study is 
to examine the factors affecting the planning and management of urban parks. The study focuses 
on the historical evolution of park planning, the urban park management practices and the park use 
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and user characteristics in the City of Vancouver, British Columbia. The research questions of the 
study are as follows:  
 Evolution of Park Planning 
 What are the Post-World War II historical patterns and trends in park development in the 
city of Vancouver? 
 What are the implications of these patterns and trends for contemporary park planning and 
management? 
Urban Park Management  
 How have the Post-World War II park management strategies adapted to the changing 
patterns of park development? 
 What are the future implications of managing parks to adapt to these changing patterns and 
trends? 
Park Use and User Characteristics 
 What is the relationship between park activities in Stanley and Queen Elizabeth Park and 
the demographic characteristics of park users? 
 Are there implications for future park development and management? 
These research questions have not been adequately addressed by park researchers. Cranz (1982), 
for example, has done a research on park history in the United States. However, unlike this study, 
the focus was not on the Post-World War II historical overview of park planning in Canada. Also, 
park researchers such as Field (2000), Scott (1997) and Gobster (2002) have done extensive studies 
on assessing the relationship between leisure behavior and park use. However, these studies were 
restricted to the prediction of the urban park user patterns for various demographics. This research, 
on the other hand, did not only focus on the demographic characteristics of park users but also 
assessed the relationship between the demographic characteristics of the park users and park based 
user activities.  
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The efficient functioning of urban centers relies on the effective management of economic, social 
and environmental systems. Policymakers and political leaders mostly achieve economic growth 
and social equity at the expense of environmental sustainability because of the perception that 
economic and social impacts are mostly felt immediately whilst the consequences of 
environmental problems are long-term by nature and likely to be felt by future generations. With 
urbanization increasingly threatening the availability of nature, it is important for policy makers 
and researchers to focus on the vital role that nature plays in human well-being (Matsuoka & 
Kaplan, 2007).  
The indirect benefits of urban parks such as the promotion of healthy lifestyles, aesthetic 
development, tourism, and community interaction are often neglected for short-term benefits. The 
future of urban parks lies in the creation of new parks and the efficient management of existing 
ones. This should, however, be supported by the formulation and implementation of sustainab le 
land use policies through existing institutional structures. The debates on ownership, management, 
and funding of urban parks continue to dominate within the public policy domain in Canada and 
across North America.  It is, however, important for planners and policy makers to critically assess 
the past and make recommendations for future policies based on the present situation. The findings 
of this study will provide the theoretical basis for the development and management of parks; thus, 
helping to promote the use, management and overall sustainability of urban parks.  
1.1 Study Rationale 
The emergence of the concept of sustainable cities has increased the level of interest in urban park 
development and necessitated research from the public, academia and policy makers. However, 
most formulated park policies and land use plans do not translate into implementation because of 
a number of inhibiting factors. This study analyzes some of these factors and offers 
 8 
 
recommendations to help improve the development and management of parks. The over-
concentration of urban park planning process at the policy level has reduced the conscious effort 
aimed at addressing the gap between the built and natural environment to rhetoric.  
This research will help in consolidating the already existing park literature by helping to address 
societal problems in relation to the development, management and use of parks. The research is 
also helping to fill specific knowledge gaps within the field of urban planning, natural resource 
management, landscape architecture and ecological studies. There has been extensive research on 
urban parks within the United States context compared to the level of academic research on urban 
park development and management in Canada. Urban park literature in Canada dominates at the 
policy level and is mostly found in various policy documents such as “Keeping Vancouver Green: 
Protecting and Diversifying Urban Green Space”, Ever Green Canada’s research on green space 
acquisition and stewardship and Vancouver’s “Greenest City 2020 Action Plan”.  
The importance of urban open spaces which include urban parks is most often neglected in debates 
about land development, architectural design, and urban form. Thus, more theoretical and practical 
knowledge about creating green spaces, especially urban parks are needed (Erickson, 2006). The 
literature review for this study relied mostly on academic research on parks in the United States 
because of the limited amount of research on the park systems within the Canadian context. Canada 
has its own system of park management and park history which is different from the United States 
context.  
Thus, not all findings from the studies on urban parks in the United States would be applicable to 
the Canadian parks. The City of Vancouver, for instance, has a different park management system 
from the rest of Canada by being the only city that elects its Parks Commissioners; thus, making 
 9 
 
it a peculiar case study for research. Therefore, more academic research is required on Canadian 
parks which will serve as the basis for comparison and innovative ideas sharing within academia, 
planning professional practice and the national and on the international policy front. This study 
will help in filling the knowledge gap in urban park literature within the Canadian context 
especially in the areas of historical perspective, urban park management, and urban park user 
characteristics. The research also links the historical development of urban parks to current park 
management systems. The study further identifies some of the variables that affect the 
management of urban parks at the policy level; thus, helping to advance the knowledge base of 
environmental planning, land use planning, landscape architecture, ecological science and 
sustainable cities. 
1.2 Selection of Study Sites and Justification 
This research was conducted using the case study approach. Flyvbjerg (2006) describes a case 
study as a detailed examination of a single example of a class of phenomena. Research involving 
case data can usually get much closer to theoretical constructs and provide a much more persuasive 
argument about causal factors than empirical research (Siggelkow, 2007). The use of the case study 
approach helped in contextualizing this research within a particular geographic area; thus, 
improving the efficiency of the research process. Neale, Thapa and Boyce (2006) point out that 
case study research is often used to contextualize the study.  
 
Field studies are so costly and complex that they can be done only in selected geographic areas 
hence the need to select case studies for in-depth studies (Sudman, 1976). This study relied on a 
single case research which is the City of Vancouver with two selected urban parks as subcases. 
Baxter and Jack (2008) argue that the ability to look at sub-units that are situated within a larger 
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case is very effective. Some academic researchers may criticize the selection of the City of 
Vancouver as a single case study by arguing that it may not reflect a broader theoretical 
perspective. However, in as much as the City of Vancouver is a single case study there are mult ip le 
cases within this study, which manifest themselves in the two different parks being studied. These 
parks have different characteristics with different sizes which represent different cases. Flyvbjerg 
(2006) argues that criticizing single-case studies for being inferior to multiple case studies is 
misguided because the ideas and evidence in single-case studies may be linked in many different 
ways.  
 
The complex nature of urbanization and environmental issues necessitated the choice of the case 
study approach because of its ability to explain complex societal phenomenon through the 
establishment of research boundaries. Yin (2010) categorizes case study research into cases of 
decisions, individuals, organizations, processes, programs, neighborhoods, institutions and 
geographic areas. With regards to this study, the case study selected which is the City of Vancouver 
in the province of British Columbia fall under the category of a geographic area to the research 
location.    
 
The City of Vancouver was convenient for this study because of its relative proximity and cost 
effectiveness. The city also has a long-standing position as a nodal point for both internal and 
transnational flow of goods and people (Horak & Young, 2012). The City of Vancouver is 
currently noted for its ambitious plan to become the world’s most sustainable city through the 
formulation of policies to protect its natural environment including its green spaces. According to 
Horak and Young (2012), the City of Vancouver has consistently been ranked among the growth 
leaders within the Canadian urban system since the deep recessions in the 1980s.  
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The city’s urban parks give a broader view on the study of parks due to their social, environmenta l 
and economic characteristics and benefits. The City of Vancouver has a population of 603,502 
with a population density of 5,249.1 people per square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 2011).  It is 
one of the most diverse cities in the world; thus, making it a single case study with diverse socio-
economic characteristics. According to Statistics Canada (2008), the percentage of immigrants to 
the total population increased from 44.4% in 1996 to 45.1% in 2006. The city also accommodated 
13% of the total immigration population in Canada and this accounted for 40% of Vancouver’s 
total population (Statistics Canada, 2011). The high percentage of immigrants in the city has 
contributed to its diverse demographic characteristics.  
 
The city also offers an important case for studying the operation and management of its variety of 
city parks from both historical and contemporary perspectives. The research focused on the two 
major parks in the City of Vancouver, namely Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. The map 
showing the parks in the City of Vancouver has been presented in Appendix I. Also, the maps of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park have been shown in Appendix IV and Appendix V 
respectively. The findings of the study are applicable to cities with similar situations and 
characteristics as the City of Vancouver. Also, park administrators of large and medium-size parks 
such as Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park can rely on some of the findings of the study for 
effective and efficient park management.  The brief description and justification for selecting each 
of the parks have been presented in Table 1.2.1.  
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Table 1.2.1-Description of Selected Parks and Justification of Choice  
 
Name of Park 
Year  
of Establ ishment 
 
Brief Description 
 
Justi fication of Choice  
Stanley Park 1888 -Diversified elements of natural 
and cultural environments.  
-A 400-hectare natural West 
Coast rainforest. 
-National Historic Site 
-Vancouver's first and largest park 
-Local and International Tourism 
-Good representative study for large parks in 
cities with similar characteristics like the city 
of Vancouver. 
Queen El i zabeth 
Park 
1930 
 
-Vancouver’s horticultural jewel 
and the city’s highest point at 152 
meters above sea level. 
-A 52-hectare park and home to 
the Bloedel Conservatory. 
-Combines social, ecological and economic 
functions of parks.  
-A diverse range of recreation including golf, 
tennis, lawn bowling, and disc golf.  
-Good representation for the study of medium 
size Parks in cities with similar characteristics 
like the city of Vancouver.  
Source: Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
1.3 Organization of Study 
The dissertation has been structured into eight chapters. Chapter one which is the introductory 
chapter consists of the background of the study, the study rationale and the selection of case study 
site. Chapter two discusses the theoretical framework of the study whilst chapter three presents a 
general overview of the methods used for the research. The three main themes of the study namely 
the evolution of park planning in the City of Vancouver, urban management and park use and user 
characteristics are analyzed and discussed in chapters four, five, six and seven respectively. The 
summary of study findings, recommendations and conclusions are presented in chapter eight.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
EXAMINING WHAT THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS EXIST FOR 
PLANNING AND THEIR APPLICATION TO PARK PLANNING  
2.0 Introduction 
This chapter presents an overview of planning theories and how they can be applied to park 
planning and management. The planning theories to be discussed include the rational 
comprehensive planning theory, advocacy planning theory, collaborative/communicative planning 
theory, incremental planning theory, and the public-private partnership model. The chapter will 
first take a look at the conceptualization of planning, theory, and planning theories. There will also 
be a review and analysis of the various theoretical models for planning. This will focus on the 
analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of these theories. The final part of this chapter will discuss 
the application of these planning theories to park planning and management.  
2.1 Conceptualization and the Genealogy of Planning Theories  
There is no universal definition of planning, as defining planning is influenced by the context and 
issues under consideration.  Commin (2013) points out that the definition of planning ranges from 
those that focus mainly on physical forms, societal planning to holistic planning. Sandercock 
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(2004), on the other hand, defines planning as an unfinished social project tasked to manage human 
activities in space through social, cultural and environmental justice.  Hodge and Gordon (2014) 
also note that planning is concerned with a community attaining a preferred future condition 
regarding its built and natural environment. Commin’s definition of planning gives a broad 
overview of planning whilst Sandercock (2004) limits the definition of planning to social projects. 
However, dealing with planning issues goes beyond the implementation of social projects. 
Planning could be an economic project, social project, an environmental project or a combination 
of all these three functions. Hodge and Gordon (2014) focused on the futuristic nature of planning. 
In practice, planning is not always about the future as it could be used as a reactionary or preventive 
measure. In defining planning, all these descriptions complement each other in helping to identify 
the key elements of planning. 
Theories provide systems of knowledge organization and help in establishing the boundaries for 
each distinct subject area (Abukhater, 2009). The variations in the definition of theories have 
resulted in planning practitioners’ and academics’ confusion on the use of planning theories, 
concepts, and approaches. Gell-Mann (1994), for example, defines theory as a coherent system of 
rules and principles on established known facts. McClendon (1993) argues that theories are not 
facts but rather makes the transfer of a large number of factual observations into a logical system. 
Similar to the definition of planning, there is no right or wrong answer to the contradictions in the 
definition of theories. However, defining theories is highly dependent on the context. 
The definition of planning theories in this study is highly influenced by the context of park 
planning, professional planning practice and the discipline of planning.  Fainstein and DeFilipp is 
(2015) note that planning theories help in assessing the conditions under which conscious human 
activities can produce better cities for all citizens. Furthermore, planning theories and concepts 
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require investigating the nature of better cities relative to their particular history, stage of 
development and the contextual relationship between the economic base, social structure and 
governance (Fainstein & DeFilippis, 2015). Genealogically, planning theories evolved from 
classical sciences. This influenced the concept of rationality in the rational comprehens ive 
planning theory. Planning movements such as the Garden City Concept (1898), City Beautiful 
Movement (the 1800s) and the Conservation Movement (1662) emerged in response to 
deteriorating conditions in cities. The elements of these urban planning movements were informed 
by planning theories and concepts.  
Over the years, various planning theories have emerged to address some of the weaknesses of the 
rational comprehensive planning theory. For example, Davidoff (1973) proposed the advocacy 
planning theory to challenge the value-free nature of the comprehensive planning theory. Forester 
(1993), on the other hand, came out with how planners can deal with ambiguity and uncertainty in 
the planning process in the communicative planning theory. This was in response to Lindblom 
(1965) theory of partisan mutual adjustment (incremental planning theory) where the planner is 
confronted with technical and political choices. All these theories are discussed in detail in the 
next section.  
2.2 Review and Analysis of Planning Theories 
Planning traditions and theories represent continual efforts to interrelate the conception of the 
qualities and social dynamics of places with the aim of shaping places through the articulation and 
implementation of policies (Healey, 2006). There is, therefore, the need to analyze planning 
theories such as the rational comprehensive planning theory, advocacy planning theory, 
collaborative/communicative planning theory and public-private model of planning. The critiques 
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will help in assessing some of the strengths and weaknesses of these theories and how these 
strengths and weaknesses can help in shaping our cities especially in the area of park planning. 
This section presents an analysis of the various types of planning theories applicable to planning 
practice.  
2.2.1 Rational Comprehensive Planning  
The rational approach to planning emphasizes the fact that planners can scientifically demonstrate 
the attainment of efficient use of land (Hodge & Gordon, 2014). The model is central to 
professional planning approaches to solving societal problems and served as the basis for the 
development of other planning theories. The goal of the rational comprehensive theory is the public 
interest which is planning solutions that are deemed as common benefits by planners (Mantysalo, 
2004). Generally, the rational planning model informs critical planning decisions on the needs of 
the society, how to address the needs, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of policies to 
address these societal needs. 
Rationality in planning is based on the notion of planners being neutral observers in the planning 
process and seeking the knowledge of truth in the interest of the public. Mantysalo (2004) points 
out that rational comprehensive planning theorist assumes that the more comprehensive the 
analysis of planning problem the better the plan. Therefore, planning interventions in the long-
term can be predicted accurately through the analysis of problems related to the development 
process. Hostousky (2006) describes the rational comprehensive theory as a scientific/rationa l 
approach to solving societal problems. Physical science theories put more emphasis on objectivity 
and value freeness of their studies because they can subject their object under study to laboratory 
test. However, rationality in planning is highly debatable as planning is a branch of social science 
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and planners cannot subject the society they study to laboratory test as physical scientist does 
(Davidoff, 1973; Mantysalo, 2004). Planners can collect data to inform their decisions. However, 
the data collected can be affected by the unpredictability of the human society being studied. The 
rational approach to planning fails to recognize the fact that planners are human beings with values; 
therefore, their value system can influence the planning process. Failing to recognize biases 
emanating from one’s value is more dangerous than recognizing the biases and ethically dea ling 
with them. Another major problem of the rational model is the ambiguity in defining public 
interests. The rational model oversimplified the concept of public interest without acknowledging 
the diversity of interests in the planning process. Despite some of these fundamental problems of 
the rational planning model it continues to serve as the common basis for all planning decisions 
and theories; thus, making it the closest thing planners have to a planning paradigm (Seasons, 
2003).  
2.2.2 Advocacy Planning  
The advocacy planning theory was in response to the oversimplified concept of rationality and 
public interest in the rational comprehensive planning model. Davidoff (1973) criticized the 
rational comprehensive planning theory by arguing that the political nature of the planning process 
is hidden under the scientific appearance of rationality. The rational model failed to recognize the 
complexities of our diverse society when defining community interest. Davidoff (1973) through 
the advocacy planning theory questioned the determination of public interest in a society with 
many diverse interest groups. The major stakeholders involved in the planning process have their 
own interests which are influenced by their value systems. Davidoff (1973) argues that in a 
pluralist society there cannot be any objective values scientifically or derived. Davidoff (1973), 
therefore, recommended that planners should be clear on the values that influence their choices 
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and be an advocate of what is deemed proper. Public sector planning needs genuine alternatives 
based on different value consideration of the stakeholders involved in the planning process 
(Davidoff, 1973). The emergence of the advocacy planning theory gave rise to the need for 
planners to take planning positions outside the traditionally established government planning 
institutions. Mantysalo (2004) notes that planners are supposed to engage the political nature of 
the planning process as advocates for weak institutions; thus, the need to work for and work with 
these weak community-based organizations. This promoted the concept of planning consultancy 
and planners working for non-governmental organizations to offer their technical support on the 
preparation of alternative plans that will challenge official plans (Mantysalo, 2004).  
Advocacy planning theory focuses on empowering marginalized groups in our society. However, 
the theory gives too much power to the planner; thus, empowering the expert instead of the weak 
citizenry groups (Mantysalo, 2004). Also, the approach to planning decision making where 
planners take opposing views sometimes causes unnecessary delays in project planning and 
implementation. Mantysalo (2004) observes that the view of planning as an optional power 
struggle is heightened and sometimes turns into unproductive politics.  
2.2.3 Collaborative/Communicative Planning: Planning through consensus building 
Forester (1989) referred to this planning theory as “communicative planning” and in 1993 as 
“argumentative planning”. Healey (1992) referred to this model as “planning through debate”, in 
1995 as “inclusionary discourse” then in 1997 as “collaborative planning”. The transitions in the 
different terminology used to describe this concept over the past decade show the complexit ies 
involved in this planning theory. Communicative rationality is based on the assertion that a shared 
context of life world values and understanding is achievable if each stakeholder withdraws from 
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the use of power (Habermas, 1987). The planning process is confronted with the problem of 
competing interests manifesting its self in the technical and political dimensions in the decision-
making process. This implies that the planning process is faced with a certain level of uncertaint ies 
and ambiguities. Planners, therefore, need more information when faced with uncertainty, politica l 
judgment and ambiguity in the planning process (Mantysalo, 2004).  
Communicative planning theorists believe that the positionality of the planner in the planning 
process can hinder or facilitate communication. The theory also focuses on the various modes of 
communication adopted by planners in the planning process. These range from face to face 
interactions, round table discussions to the organization of design charrettes. There is too much 
emphasis on planners and plans in the communicative planning theory (Foley, 1997; Mantysalo, 
2004). The theory can be effectively applied to the decision-making process if it focuses on all the 
stakeholders involved in the process. Foley (1997) argues that it will be more useful to take a 
second look at the role of the planner in the communicative planning theory so as to appreciate the 
dynamic role played by divergent interest groups in the planning process.  
2.2.4 Incremental Approach to Planning (Theory of Partisan Mutual Adjustments) 
Lindblom (1965) proposed the partisan mutual adjustment theory in response to some of the 
weaknesses of the rational comprehensive model. Lindblom (1965) argues that due to limited 
financial and logistical resources, planners develop plans based on partial knowledge and uncertain 
future. Both Lindblom (1965) and Davidoff (1973) focused on the advancement of pluralism in 
the planning process. However, Lindblom (1965) went further to propose how agreements could 
be reached between diverse and conflicting interest. The partisan mutual adjustment theory is a 
method of bargaining and compromise between opposing interest groups in the planning process.  
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Bargaining and comprise can only be effective if all stakeholders have equal playing ground in the 
decision-making process. However, in the planning process due to the fact that some stakeholders 
are more educated than others and some are richer than others. Access to information is not the 
same; thus, compromising the bargaining process. Mantysalo (2004) points out that there is an 
uneven distribution of access to information in the planning process. Therefore, the process ends 
up favoring the influential in the society.   
2.2.5 Public-Private Partnership Model of Planning 
Historically, urban infrastructural facilities were mostly funded and managed by public agencies. 
Koppenjan and Enserink (2009) note that the speed and scale of urbanization put pressure on the 
financial resources of government in the realization, maintenance and operation of urban 
infrastructure. Urbanization, therefore, resulted in the increase in the demand for facilities and 
services in cities. The increase in the demand for these facilities coupled with limited financ ia l 
resources gave rise to the public-private partnership model. In Canada, for example, the limited 
financial resources at the provincial and federal levels resulted in the emergence of the public -
private approach to most urban renewal projects (Hodge & Gordon, 2014).  
The United Nations Human Settlement Programme (2011) describes public-private partnership as 
a financial model entirely driven by the collaboration between the public, private and sometimes 
non-profit sectors. Sabol and Puentes (2014), on the other hand, define public-private partnership 
as a legally binding contract between a public sector entity and private entity. Generally, the 
public-private partnership model helps in promoting collaboration between the public and private 
sector. This helps in expanding the financial resource base for the implementation of planning 
policies and programs.  
 21 
 
Public agencies implement projects for societal wellbeing without necessarily seeking for 
economic returns. However, the ultimate goal of private entities is to maximize profits. Therefore, 
the collaboration between the public and private sector end up bringing together two sectors with 
contrasting goals of investment. Some community-based organizations have resisted the use of the 
public-private model in the management of public facilities. This is because of the adoption of 
private management strategies for the management of public facilities which has the tendency of 
increasing the cost of using these facilities.  
2.3.0 Application of the Planning Theories to Park Planning and Management 
The development, management and use of urban parks have been and continue to be informed by 
the urban planning theories and principles discussed above. These planning theories provide the 
contextual and theoretical basis for addressing some of the fundamental problems affecting park 
planning and management. For the purpose of this study, the urban planning theories and concepts 
that have been discussed above have been applied to park planning and management with emphasis 
on how they will inform the park planning process in the City of Vancouver. The conceptual 
framework which gives a pictorial presentation of the interrelationship between efficient park 
planning and the various planning theories, principles and concepts are shown in Figure 2.3.1.  
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2.3.1 Lessons from Traditional Planning Movements to Park Planning and Management 
The multidisciplinary nature of planning traditions makes it important for current planning policies 
to make provisions for different disciplines and interest groups. Planning traditions were built up 
through a mixture of evangelism, formal institutional practice, scientific knowledge and increasing 
academic development (Healey, 2006). This serves as the basis for the multidisciplinary and mult i-
stakeholder nature of the planning decision-making process. The development and management 
of parks in the City of Vancouver, for example, is dominated by stakeholders from different 
professional and academic disciplines. These include city planners, landscape architects, park 
administrators, business owners, ecologists, and biologists. The diversity of stakeholders involved 
in park planning and management in the City of Vancouver depicts the traditional multidisciplinary 
nature of the planning profession. The multi-disciplinary nature of planning serves as an important 
justification for the inclusion of the views of different stakeholders in the management and 
planning of urban parks irrespective of their academic, social, economic or religious background.  
Generally, the development of parks is still informed by some traditional planning concepts and 
theories.  An example of traditional planning thought which is still applicable to park planning and 
management is the garden city concept. The values that underpinned Ebenezer Howard’s garden 
city model is still relevant to modern community planning principles (ACT Planning & Land 
Authority, 2008). The garden city concept is a traditional planning concept that was designed to 
respond to the deteriorating physical environment. Ebenezer Howard referred to the garden city as 
a peaceful path to real reform involving a joyous union between town and country from which will 
spring a new hope, life, and civilization (Miller, 2015).  
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The garden city concept was in reaction to the environmental and social legacy of Britain’s 
industrial revolution. This was to help respond to a century of industrialization, rapid growth, poor 
and unhealthy housing conditions. Ebenezer Howard argued that new settlements with surrounding 
agricultural belts would bring together the best features of town and country while avoiding the 
disadvantages of both (Gossop, 2006). In terms of the applicability of the garden city concept to 
park planning and management systems in the City of Vancouver, the concept currently, serves as 
the basis for high environmental standards. For example, it sets the standards for what percentage 
of the total land area should be reserved for the development of parks and other green spaces. This 
is informed by the garden city’s proposal that each neighborhood must have its own area for 
schools, playgrounds, gardens and churches (Hodge & Gordon, 2014). This concept also serves as 
the theoretical basis for justifying the preservation of land resources and allocation of financ ia l 
resources for green infrastructure development; thus, helping to maintain certain characteristics of 
the country within the City of Vancouver.  
Another important traditional planning movement that has influenced the development and 
management of parks is the conservation movement. The preservation of some elements of the 
country in cities which was in response to the deteriorating city environment led to the birth of the 
conservation movement. Hodge and Gordon (2014) note that the emergence of the conservation 
movement was in response to the effects of industrialization on the natural environment. 
Environmental and conservationist groups advocated for the need for nature conservation in the 
face of rapid industrialization. Foreman (2006) describes the role of the conservation movement 
as the protection and restoration of wildland and wildlife in cities. The conservation movement 
believed that conservation activities are human activities and that the very need for conservation 
arises out of human actions (Claus, Chan & Satterfield, 2010).  
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The advocacy role of the conservationists contributed immensely to the development of parks in 
Canada and the United States. For example, the wilderness lands of the Rocky Mountains were 
secured for national parks in Canada and the United States during the era of the conservation 
movement (Hodge & Gordon, 2014).  The conservationists viewed the development of urban parks 
as an integral part of nature conservation because of the ecological benefits derived from the green 
landscapes of parks. Also, the conservation movement contributed towards the formulation of eco-
friendly policies which led to the protection and development of urban parks. Claus, Chan, and 
Satterfield (2010) point out that the conservation movement was very instrumental in the 
formulation of key policy initiatives which ensured the legacy of public lands and national park 
systems in Canada and the United States. Today, the principles of most environmental and park 
advocates in the City of Vancouver and across Canada are informed by the conservationist 
principles.  
2.3.2 Application of the Rational Comprehensive Planning Theory to Park Planning  
The rational planning model informs the logical steps involved in making planning decisions 
toward the improvement of societal wellbeing. The logical steps in the rational planning model are 
as follows: 
 Problem Identification; 
 Design of Alternative Solutions or Courses of Actions; 
 Compare and Evaluate Alternatives and selection of the best Alternative; and  
 Monitoring and Evaluation of Outcomes.  
The urban park decision-making process is also informed by the logical steps of the rational 
planning model. These logical steps serve as the basis for the analysis of all possible factor s 
affecting park planning and the formulation of all possible alternatives that can help improve the 
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development and management of parks (Hostousky, 2006). Through these logical steps, goals are 
formulated to address specific urban park needs of city residents. These goals are translated into 
action through the use of the logical steps of the rational planning model.  
Historically, parks were created to address specific urban planning problems by helping to restore 
some elements of the country in cities. Park administrators and policymakers currently apply the 
first stage of the rational planning process by identifying some of the major problems confronting 
park planning and management. Additionally, the park needs of city residents are assessed at this 
stage of the planning process. The rational planning model also involves the consideration and 
development of alternative means of meeting the park needs of city residents. In order to meet the 
park needs of city residents, park managers and administrators formulate various alternative 
solutions and courses of actions. These range from the type of parks to be developed, funding 
options and management models to be used. These alternatives are evaluated using appropriate 
planning and park management tools. This helps in selecting the best alternative to address the 
park needs of city residents.  
Monitoring and evaluation of project outcomes is an important stage in the rational planning 
process. Park administrators and policy makers continuously assess the functio nal roles of parks 
to ascertain whether facilities on parks are meeting societal needs and goals. It also helps to check 
if project outcomes are addressing the purpose for which the parks were established. The output 
and outcomes of the assessment help to inform future park decisions when developing new parks 
or upgrading existing ones. In summary, the rational planning model is used as a decision-mak ing 
tool in park planning and management.  
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The implementation of park policies can, however, be delayed because the rational planning 
process is highly participatory. There should, therefore, be enough time for consultation and 
resolution of conflicts that emanate from the process. Also, the rational planning process assumes 
that planners and policy makers are able to control the process without any political influence. 
Wildausky (1973) points out that all decisions directed towards the allocation of resources are 
essentially political; however, rational planning model tends to ignore this dimension of planning. 
In applying the rational theory, planners and park administrator must recognize the politica l 
dimension of the decision-making process. This will ensure the inclusion of the views of 
stakeholders who have different values and interest in development and management of parks.  
2.3.3 Dealing with Conflicts in the Park Planning Process: Application of the Advocacy, 
Communicative, and Incremental Planning Theories 
According to the advocacy planning theory, the rational approach to planning fails to recognize 
the political nature of the planning process resulting from the differences in the values of the 
various stakeholders. Davidoff (1973) reiterated the need for planners to be clear about the values 
that influence their choices and be advocates for societal wellbeing. Campbell (1996) notes that 
planners face tough decisions about where they stand on protecting the green city, promoting the 
economically growing city and advocating social justice. Urban growth leads to increasing land 
values; thus, leading to competition between land uses including the demarcation of land for urban 
parks. The indirect economic benefits of urban parks make it difficult to place the economic value 
on them; thus, affecting the ability for policymakers to assess their true cost and benefits. City 
authorities are also confronted with the problem of funding the creation and management of urban 
parks despite their social and ecological benefits.  
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The City of Vancouver continues to experience rapid population growth. The population of the 
city has increased from 13,709 people in 1891 to 603,502 in 2011 (Statistics Canada, 2011). The 
population increase in the City of Vancouver has contributed to an increase in park needs and 
competition for land resources among various land uses. Also, the demographic expansion of the 
City of Vancouver has led to a conflict between social, environmental and economic goals in the 
use and management of parks. This has adversely affected the amount of land available for the 
development of parks whilst existing park lands are at risk of being converted to other land uses 
that will generate direct economic benefits.  
The future in the creation and management of urban parks will continue to be dominated by the 
conflicting debate over the best use of land and the economic, social and ecological benefits of 
various land uses. In order to address the conflicts between the environmental and economic use 
of land; planners, park administrators, and advocates need to combine their procedural and 
substantive skills and become central players in dealing with the conflict between growth, 
environment and social justice (Campbell, 1996). The communicative planning theory further 
points out that consensus could be reached if the planning process avoids the use of power and 
money-mediated communication. Also, based on the principles of incremental planning theory, 
park administrators can rely on lessons from park projects located in similar geographic location 
and which share similar socio-economic characteristics. The planner’s triangle which shows the 
social, economic and environmental conflicts in the development of cities has been presented in 
the Figure 2.3.3.1.  
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afford it. This is because, most of the private sector park management practices focus on the use 
of park facilities to generate revenue; thus, focusing on user fees and other income generating 
strategies.  
The partnerships sometimes lead to conflicts between city residents, community associations, and 
park authorities. This mostly occurs in cities where there is a shift in park management 
responsibilities from community associations to private entities. For example, there has been some 
incidence of protests among Community Associations and other Civil Society Organizat ions 
against the City of Vancouver Park Board’s decision to shift the management of park facilit ies 
such as community centers to private entities. Unlike in many cities, the collaboration between the 
public and private sector in the development of parks in the City of Vancouver is an old park 
management model. However, the partnership is set to intensify with the increasing demand for 
park spaces in the face of limited financial and land resources.  
2.3.5 Shifting from Centralized to Decentralized Planning-Participatory Planning in Parks  
Planning and Management 
The theories and concepts of planning continue to evolve. Over the years, planning theories and 
concepts have moved from centralized planning to a more decentralized planning system. 
Participatory planning is central to the application of all the planning theories and concepts 
discussed. Krek (2005) notes that recent trends in park planning signal a paradigm shift towards 
decentralized, less bureaucratic and more participatory models of planning. A participatory 
approach to planning offers a common ground for the implementation and application of 
contemporary planning policies and theories. Kaur (2007) argues that community participation has 
proven to be an important tool for more sustainable planning decisions. Krek (2005) further notes 
that community involvement and participation has become an important theme in planning theory 
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and practice. The development and management of urban parks cannot be effective without the 
involvement of the public. Participatory planning is, therefore, an important part of the park 
decision-making process. The decision on whether to build a park, the type of park to be built, how 
much to be invested and where to build the park are all informed by public participation. In as 
much as participatory planning enriches the park planning process, sometimes it causes 
unnecessary delays and conflicts in the implementation of park policies. Public participation can 
sometimes delay the park planning process; thus, making it counterproductive (Hostousky, 2006). 
This is mostly as a result of competing interests and conflicting values among stakeholders. 
However, the role of park advocates and other relevant stakeholders in the protection of park lands 
in the face of city expansion cannot be underestimated.  
Historically, the residents of the City of Vancouver played an important role in the development 
of parks through donations and provision of relief labor for park development. The City of 
Vancouver residents has a long tradition of participating in city governance and community affairs 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014). This has influenced their keen interest in park issues in 
contemporary times. In recent times, residents of the City of Vancouver contribute to the park 
decision-making process through public consultation, serving on citizen-member agencies, boards 
and committees, volunteering, and participating in the Parks Board meetings. Technologica l 
advancement has positively affected public participation process in the City of Vancouver. The 
emergence of social media, for example, has helped to broaden the various modes of public 
participation. The City of Vancouver Park Board currently connects to city residents through 
Facebook and Twitter.  
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The effective involvement of city residents in the park decision-making process leads to communa l 
ownership of implemented policies. The communal ownership of urban parks begins at the 
planning stage where community members and park users are involved in the policy formula t ion 
process. It is primarily at the neighborhood level that meaningful opportunities for the exercise of 
urban citizenship exist (Wilson, 1968). The control and management of urban parks without 
communal involvement makes park management more complex and unsustainable. Active 
community involvement in park planning leads to the efficient management of urban parks and 
also reduces the cost of maintenance through volunteerism, donations, and organization of 
community events in these spaces.  
Generally, participatory park planning leads to the decentralization of park management strategies 
and functions. The management of facilities and services in large modern cities are complex when 
centrally organized; thus, necessitating decentralization to ensure direct and continuing control by 
local communities (Repo, 1977). Participatory planning helps in achieving the goal of community 
planning which helps in determining the patterns of development in the built and natural 
environment in the interest of the public (Hodge & Gordon, 2014).  
The concept of public participation is as abused as the concept of sustainability. The public 
participation process is hindered by the technological, financial and negotiation capacity of the 
target population. Furthermore, most planning practitioners see the public participation process as 
a means of meeting projects requirements; thus, making it a cosmetic process. Planners and park 
administrators should not just undertake public participation as an institutional requirement or use 
it as a tool for pleasing the public. The public participation tool should rather be used as an 
advocacy tool, tool for social equity and data collection tool to enrich the planning process.  
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2.4. Summary of Findings and Emerging Issues 
Planning theories and concepts have contributed immensely towards the development and 
management of parks. Planning theories such as the rational planning model, advocacy theory, 
communicative theory, incremental theory and the public-private partnership model are still 
relevant in contemporary park decision-making process despite the emergence of new park 
management models. It must, however, be noted that most of the emerging park management 
models comprise of a hybrid of the elements of these planning concepts and theories.   
The future of park planning and management in the City of Vancouver is going to focus more on 
the partnership between public park management agencies and private entities. Presently, the City 
of Vancouver categorizes park spaces as amenities and this has contributed to the increasing 
collaboration between the City of Vancouver Park Board and developers. The increasing 
partnership between the public and private sectors will help improve the financial capabilities for 
park development whilst at the same time promoting risk sharing among public and private entities.  
The adaptation of the public-private model to park planning and management should make 
provisions for issues of affordability to all park users as the focus for the development of parks 
shift to more profit-oriented goals. Participatory planning can be described as the tool used to apply 
all the planning concepts and theories. This is because urban planning theories and concepts such 
as the rational planning model and the public-private partnership model use the participatory 
planning concept in their application.  
In the City of Vancouver, public participation continues to be an integral part of the park planning 
process. This emanates from the historical role played by city residents in the development and 
management of parks. Participatory planning concept has the tendency of delaying the 
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implementation of park policies. The City of Vancouver has experienced several protests on some 
park decisions resulting from conflicts within the participatory process. Overall, these planning 
theories and concepts provided the theoretical basis for the contextual scope of this study which 
covers an investigation into the evolution of urban park development, their management, park 
activities and user characteristics. The logical steps of the rational comprehensive approach, have 
served as the basis for the entire research process in this dissertation. The research gap in urban 
park literature within the Canadian context was identified through the review of relevant literature. 
The various methodological approaches were identified and evaluated. The best methodologica l 
approach which is the mixed method approach was selected and implemented to collect the data 
for this study. For example, the data used for the historical aspect of this study was collected from 
documentary sources whilst a park user survey was conducted to collect the data for assessing the 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and park activities.   
The researcher acknowledged that his values and biases might influence the research process. 
Therefore, appropriate measures were put in place to address issues of credibility and reliability in 
the research. The next chapter presents an overview of the research methods used for this study 
and a discussion of the logical steps involved in the research process.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
Overview of Research Methods and Approach  
3.0 Introduction  
The human as a research instrument is inclined towards methods that are extensions of normal 
human activities such as looking, listening, speaking and reading; thus, making research methods 
that use these activities very efficient (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Park research requires the use of a 
variety of data collection techniques because of the multifunctional nature of park systems. The 
selection of appropriate research methods or techniques for this study was influenced by the 
geographical and contextual scope. For example, the historical overview of park planning relied 
on documentary sources of data. The park management models in the City of Vancouver, on the 
other hand, were assessed using documentary sources of information and semi-structured 
interviews. The final part of the study which focuses on the relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of park users and park user activities was undertaken using documentary sources of 
data and self-report of park users via survey.  
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Since this research involved a field study, this chapter discusses the theoretical and practical 
application of the concept of field to the research process. Also, the chapter presents a general 
overview of the various techniques used for this study with emphasis on the mixed methods 
approach. Finally, the various stages involved in the research process have also been discussed.   
3.1 Defining the Setting 
The field refers to the contextual framework and the geographic boundary within which the 
research is undertaken. The field, is very central to both qualitative and quantitative research 
because it serves as the only source of primary data, a source of validity for the study and connects 
the researcher and the researched. The field which may refer to the geographic boundary of the 
research space or the contextual boundary of the study is determined by a variety of power 
relations. In the context of this study, the field is the City of Vancouver which is located in the 
province of British Columbia.  
The field of research is normally determined by various interest groups such as the researcher, 
funding agencies, participants, government, and the private sector (Katz, 1994). The selection of 
the field is sometimes determined by the level of funding available to the researcher; as funding 
agencies seek to direct researchers on where to do the research and what research to do. Most 
researchers are indirectly attracted to a particular field of study or research based on the funding 
package. Government policies and the interest of civil societies and private organizations can also 
determine the field (Gupta, Akhli & Ferguson, 1997).  
The researcher, in this case, selected the field based on the proximity of the field to the research 
center, the rich historical background of the City of Vancouver in the area of park planning and 
the city’s peculiar park management systems. The selection of the field was also influenced by the 
researcher’s interest, discipline, and background. The field for this study was selected by the 
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researcher in consultation with the supervisor and supervisory committee. Bradshaw and Stratford 
(2010) point out that sometimes we find the case and sometimes a case finds us; in both instances, 
the selection of study site combines purpose and serendipity. The selection of Stanley Park and 
Queen Elizabeth Park as subcase studies within the field made the study simpler, less costly, less 
time-consuming, and more effective. Gupta, Akhli, and Ferguson (1997) note that conceptual 
segmentation of the world into different cultural areas and sites make the enterprise of fieldwork 
possible.  
The selection of study site went beyond funding, personal and business interest but also focused 
more on societal needs and research gaps. This makes the findings of the study more applicable 
for the efficient management of parks towards the promotion of societal well-being. Gupta, Akhli 
and Ferguson (1997) ideas support the researcher’s approach on the factors that influenced the 
choice of the field by arguing that a good field site is determined not only by the consideration of 
funding and clearance but by its suitability for addressing issues and debates that matter to the 
discipline.  
3.2 Research Approach-Mixed Methods Approach  
Social problems have multiple causes; therefore, social issues are better addressed using a variety 
of methodological approaches to examine these problems (Mash & Fisher, 2005). Overall, the 
study was conducted using the mixed method approach. A mixed method approach relies on 
multiple sources of data through the combination of qualitative and quantitative data. Denscombe 
(2008) describes the mixed methods approach as a third paradigm for social research providing a 
credible and distinctive alternative to the quantitative and qualitative paradigm. This implies that 
the mixed methods approach used for this study effectively combines the strengths of both 
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qualitative and quantitative methods whilst addressing the weakness of both through this hybrid 
approach. Malterud (2008) argues that rather than thinking of qualitative and quantitative research 
as incompatible; they should be seen as complementary. Moriarty (2008) observes that qualitat ive 
methods have their theoretical origins in a range of disciplines including urban planning, 
anthropology, sociology, and philosophy. The term qualitative research is often interchanged with 
terms such as naturalistic, ethnographic, subjective and post-positivism (Borg and Gall, 1998). 
These terms could, however, be classified as forms of qualitative research. Savenye and Robinson 
(1996) define qualitative research as research devoted to developing an understanding of human 
systems. Brikci (2007), on the other hand, observes that qualitative research relates to 
understanding some aspects of social life and its methods which generate words rather than figures. 
In summary, qualitative research can be described as a method used in obtaining information about 
the values, opinions, and socio-economic behavior of a particular population.  
Qualitative research methods include interviews and observation but may also include case studies, 
surveys, and historical document analysis (Savenye & Robinsons, 1996). Moriarty (2008) points 
out that qualitative research helps in understanding the social world of research participants by 
learning their social circumstances, experiences, perspectives, and histories. Qualitative research 
is concerned with elucidating human environments and human experiences within a variety of 
framework (Winchester & Rof, 2010). Qualitative methods can generally be referred to as human-
centered research approach because of its role in explaining human phenomenon and nature.  
The three main types of methods of gathering information include the oral techniques (primarily 
interview based), the textual (creative, documentary and landscape), and observational studies 
(Winchester & Rof, 2010). Each of these methods of gathering information has its strengths and 
weakness and is applicable to different kinds of studies. The use of all these three types of 
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qualitative data in this research helped in complementing each other.  The combination of all these 
techniques also helped in collecting the requisite data and also ensured data triangulation; thus, 
helping to reduce research biases. The strength of qualitative research lies in its ability to provide 
complex textual descriptions of how people experience and address particular social issues. 
Qualitative researchers primarily engage in naturalistic inquiry, studying real-world settings 
inductively to generate rich narrative descriptions and construct case (Spiggle, 1994). The quest 
for qualitative research to explain human environment and experiences is a difficult but not an 
insurmountable target.  The unpredictability of human nature and its environment necessitate the 
use of the right kind of technique at the right time within the right geographic area. Generally, 
there have been serious concerns regarding the quality of research conducted by qualitat ive 
researchers. These range from the use of appropriate research strategies to issues of sample size 
and validity. Savenye and Robinson (1996) posit that there are still some concerns regarding the 
acceptance of qualitative research by journals. This study addressed some of these weaknesses by 
complementing the qualitative data with quantitative data.  
The quantitative data used for this research helped in assessing the relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of park users and park user activities. Hoepfl (1997) describes 
quantitative research as the use of logical positivism and experimental methods to test hypothet ica l 
generalizations. Creswell (1994), on the other hand, defines quantitative research as the type of 
research that explains a phenomenon by collecting numerical data that are analyzed using 
statistical methods. Quantitative research helps to measure socio-economic progress, 
characteristics, patterns, and realities. Quantitative research can be classified into survey research, 
correlation research, experimental research and causal-comparative research (Sukamolson, 2010). 
In this study, the survey research was used to gather information about the demographic 
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characteristics of park users. The correlational research, on the other hand, was used in testing the 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and park based user activit ies. 
The quantitative data was collected by conducting a park user survey in Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park.  
The combination of both quantitative and qualitative paradigms strengthened the methods of 
gathering information; thus, helping to promote the validity and reliability of this study. The mixed 
method approach was applied in such a way that it recognized and attempted to address the 
limitations and strengths of all the methods used (Johnson & Turner, 2003). The use of mult ip le 
sources of evidence in this study helped in addressing a broader range of issues concerning the 
research questions and objectives. Sale et al. (2002) assert that because quantitative and qualitat ive 
methods do not study the same phenomena, they cannot be combined for cross-validation but 
rather be combined for complementary purposes.  
The use of a hybrid of qualitative and quantitative sources of information helped in developing 
converging lines of inquiry, a process of triangulation and corroboration that helped in promoting 
the level of accuracy in the findings and conclusions (Yin, 2010). Mays and Pope (1995) describe 
triangulation as an approach to data collection in which evidence is deliberately sought from a 
wide range of different, independent sources and often by different methods. Data triangula t ion 
was ensured in this study through the use of multiple sources of data. These methods include 
document analysis, semi-structured questionnaires, structured questionnaires, observation, and 
photography.  
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3.3 Research Process 
The research process helped in directing this study towards the achievement of the research 
objectives. Bradshaw and Stratford (2010) note that the more focused the research interest, the 
better the background information and the more certain we are about whom to involve in the 
research. Therefore, the research process informed the researcher on what to do, how to do it, who 
to involve in the research and where to undertake the research. The ability of the researcher to be 
open about the entire research process helped in making the research process more focused towards 
the achievement of the research objectives. The need for researchers to be more explicit about their 
research process helps in addressing issues such as respondent selection, key changes in the 
direction of research and analytical procedures (Bailey, White & Pain, 1999).  
The research process presents the various stages used in identifying gaps in the literature, research 
objectives and the appropriate research methods. These stages include planning the research, 
research design, preparing to collect data, pretesting, data collection, data analysis and sharing of 
research outcomes. Also, issues of validity, rigor, and research ethics have been addressed in the 
research process.  
3.3.1 Planning the Research 
A systematic, iterative, logical and cyclical approach was followed in the conduct of this study. 
The planning stage of the study started with the identification of the research problem, which 
focused on historical trends, challenges, and potentials in developing and implementing urban park 
policies. This served as the basis for the formulation of the research questions and the choice of 
the case study approach as opposed to other methods such as experiments and economic research.  
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Hartley (2004) describes case study research as a detailed investigation of a phenomenon, within 
a particular geographic context over a period of time. A case study is normally preferred when 
examining contemporary events especially when the relevant behaviors cannot be manipulated.  
Hartley (2004) refers to case study research as an analysis of the context and processes that 
illuminate the theoretical issues being studied.  It relies on many techniques and also has the unique 
strength to deal with a variety of evidence from documentary sources, interviews and observations 
(Yin, 2010). The case study approach helped in establishing the geographic scope of this study 
thus, giving direction to the research by assisting with the selection of study site which is the City 
of Vancouver.  
3.3.2 Research Design 
The research design is a plan that guides an investigator in the process of collecting, analyzing and 
interpreting observations. It can be the logical model of proof that allows the researcher to draw 
inferences concerning causal relations among the variables under investigation (Frankfort-
Nachmias & Nachmias, 1992). The research design helped in connecting empirical data to the 
initial research questions and ultimately to the findings and conclusions. It focused on reanalysing 
the study questions and coming out with study prepositions from literature which helped in 
directing the core issues that were studied.  
The research design also helped in identifying the units of analysis and the logic linking data to 
the propositions and the criteria for interpretation of findings (Yin, 2010). Baxter and Jack (2008) 
describe study propositions as specific hypothetical statements that increase the ability of 
researchers to place limits on the scope of the study and increase the feasibility of completing the 
research.  The propositions for this study were developed from the literature review, personal and 
professional experience, theories, and/or generalizations based on empirical data (Baxter & Jack, 
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2008). The logic linking data to the propositions was based on a variety of analytic techniques. 
Data collected were analyzed through the use of content analysis for the qualitative data; statistica l 
programs, explanation building and time series matching were used for the quantitative data.  
3.3.3 Preparing to Collect Data 
The research process recognized the relevance of preparing adequately for data collection in order 
to provide a solid foundation for field work. Preliminary steps taken before field work commenced 
include making initial contacts with interview respondents, negotiating consent, building and 
maintaining trust and identifying and using informants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The proposal was 
first approved by the supervisory committee and submitted for ethics review by the UNBC 
Research Ethics Board before field work commenced.  
An interview guide (Appendix VII) was prepared based on the research questions and objectives 
to aid the institutional interview. Also, a structured questionnaire (Appendix VI) was designed for 
the urban park user survey. The structured and semi-structured questionnaires were flexib le 
enough to make room for adaptability. The questionnaires were also pre-tested to assess their 
ability to get the requisite information for the achievement of the research objectives. The 
interviews were conducted either through face to face interviews or respondents filling the 
interview guide and sending it back to the researcher using a self-addressed envelope with a 
prepaid stamp. The means used was based on the preference of the respondents.  
In the urban park user survey, respondents were allowed to fill the questionnaires themselves or 
interact with field assistants based on their preferences. The respondents of the semi-structured 
interviews were contacted initially to get their permission to participate in the study. An 
appointment was booked in advance with the interviewee before data collection began. The 
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appointment was booked through email correspondence or telephone. Materials such as paper 
clips, clipboards, personal computers, digital cameras and voice recorders, batteries, stationer ies 
among other data collection tools needed for the study were gathered and made available before 
the commencement of data collection. Time schedules for data collection were prepared and 
provisions made for unanticipated events such as rescheduling by research participants.  Figure 
3.3.3.1 shows some of the items used for the survey.  
Figure 3.3.3.1-Materials used for Field Work 
 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Field Survey 
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3.3.4 Pre-testing 
Pre-testing the survey instruments was very critical to this study because it helped reduce potential 
errors that were associated with the survey research as corroborated by Grimm (2010). The 
attainment of the research questions relied on the development of proper survey instruments. Pre-
testing the questionnaires helped in identifying and rectifying problems associated with the 
questionnaires in advance. Selected park users of Fort George Park in the City of Prince George, 
British Columbia were used to pre-test the structured questionnaires. The pretesting was done in 
July 2014 before field work started in August 2014.   
3.3.5 Data Collection 
As indicated earlier, this study relied on multiple sources of data and various planning theories, 
concepts and principles applicable to park planning. This approach does not only ensure data 
triangulation but also ensures theoretical, investigative and methodological triangulation (Denzin, 
1970). This is because the study relied on more than one theoretical framework, perspectives of 
analysis and research methods.  The data used for this study was collected using the two main 
approaches of data collection namely secondary and primary sources. The secondary sources relied 
on journals, City of Vancouver documents, archival records, documents from internet sources and 
literature on urban park development in the City of Vancouver. The primary data was collected 
through institutional interviews that relied on semi-structured questionnaires and urban park user 
surveys using structured questionnaires.  
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3.3.6 Data Analysis and Interpretations 
Yin (2010), describes data analysis as the process of examining, categorizing, tabulating, testing 
or recombining evidence to draw empirically based conclusions. Linking the results of qualitat ive 
and quantitative analysis techniques according to Sandelowski (2000) is accomplished by treating 
each data set with the techniques usually used with that data.  Sandelowski (2000) further argues 
that if qualitative techniques are used to analyze qualitative data and quantitative techniques are 
used to analyze quantitative data, it will help preserve the numbers and words in each data set.  
 
Qualitative data analysis is essentially about detection and the tasks of defining, categorizing, 
theorizing, explaining, exploring and mapping (Ritchie & Spencer, 2002). Quantitative analysis, 
on the other hand, is an approach to testing objective theories by examining the relationship among 
variables so that numbered data can be analyzed using statistical procedures (Creswell, 2013). A 
general analytical strategy was followed in defining strategies, developing case descriptions, using 
both quantitative and qualitative data analysis and examining rival explanations (Yin, 2010). The 
historical trends of urban park development in the City of Vancouver were qualitatively and 
quantitatively analyzed by assessing the transitions in the purpose, funding, and management of 
parks. The analysis of the trends was based on a constant comparative analysis which involved the 
comparison of key themes to develop conceptualizations of the possible relations between the 
various pieces of data (Thorne, 2000). These transitional analyses were done based on Cranz’s 
(1982) year grouping of the historical overview of urban parks in the United States.  
 
The analysis of both the structured and semi-structured interviews relied on the use of various 
statistical techniques, charts, and graphs. Human experiences are shaped, transformed, and 
understood through linguistic representation (Thorne, 2000). The analysis, therefore, relied greatly 
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on narrative and discourse analysis. The data from observational studies were also supported by 
the use of photography and tables. The combination of charts, graphs, maps and pictures helped in 
providing the pictorial description of data analyzed and this helped in addressing the 
communication needs of a variety of audiences including those interested in either pictorial 
analysis or explanatory analysis.  Ritchie and Spencer (2002) recommend that before beginning 
the process of sifting and sorting data, the range and diversity of the data collected must be assessed 
to help gain an overview of the body of materials gathered. This was done by listening to tapes, 
reading transcripts and studying observational notes. 
 
3.3.7 Sharing Research Outcomes 
The sharing of the research outcomes is an integral part of the research process as it helps link   
research findings to the target audience; thus, helping to contribute effectively to knowledge. The 
data collected were analyzed and the findings and conclusions of the study shared among the 
various interest groups and research participants through publications, conference presentations, 
policy briefs, UNBC library among other academic and professional platforms.  
3.3.8 Validity and Rigour of Study 
The basic strategy used to ensure validity and rigor in this study were through a systematic and 
self-conscious research design, data collection, interpretation, and communication (Mays & Pope, 
1995). The entire research process was routinely assessed to ensure the identification of relevant 
sources of data, the right type of data, the analytical techniques, and reliance on multiple sources 
of data. According to Joppe (2000), validity determines whether the research truly measures that 
which it was intended to measure or how truthful the research results are. Joppe (2000) further 
defines reliability as the extent to which results are consistent over time and an accurate 
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representation of the total population under study. The reliability and validity of this study were 
ensured through internal and external validation. Internal validity was achieved through constant 
review by the supervisor, supervisory committee, peers and triangulation of data. External valid ity, 
on the other hand, was ensured through the comparison research findings to existing literature and 
publication reviews. The findings of the study helped in either validating or refuting existing 
literature. Research participants also contributed to the validation of data by sending transcripts to 
them so that they can confirm the validity of the analyzed data before the write-up. The study also 
relied on different research lenses to help minimize personal bias. Cresswell and Miller (2000) 
define research lens as the various viewpoints researchers use in order to establish validity in a 
study. These viewpoints manifested in this study through my personal views as the researcher, the 
views of research participants and the views of the supervisory committee who regularly assessed 
the study.  
 
3.3.9 Research Ethics 
The entire research process recognized the importance of providing results that are reliable and 
valid. The process also took into consideration issues of power relations, ethics, subjectivity and 
objectivity during and after the research. Additionally, the research process also considered 
decisions about which research topics to pursue, the use of appropriate research methods, right 
ways to relate to sponsors and participants in research. Generally, the appropriate modes of writing 
and communication of results involve ethical questions, procedures, and discussions (Dowling, 
2010).  These ethical questions and procedures in this study were addressed in this study through 
the ethics review process of the UNBC Research Ethics Board. The UNBC ethics approval for this 
study was obtained in July 2014.   
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The study addressed issues such as anonymity and confidentiality by observing the principles set 
out in the “2010 Tri-council Policy Statement on Ethical Code for Human Research Involving 
Humans”. Data collected were secured in a locked cabinet either at my home office or school 
office based on my research destination during and after the research. The risks of harm to the 
researcher and field assistants were minimal; however, safety precautions were still taken 
especially during the field visits to urban parks in the City of Vancouver. The female field assistant 
was, for example, did not go to the isolated parts of the parks alone.  
 
Interview respondents who were involved in the study were notified in advance to schedule 
appointments with them. Consent forms were sent to each respondent to get their permission for 
their participation. Permission was also sought from respondents before the use of research tools 
such as audio recordings. The consent form shown in Appendix VIII described the research 
objectives, statement of cost and benefit, a declaration that participation is voluntary, 
confidentiality pledge, contact information for any clarifications and the expectations from the 
respondents. 
 
3.4   Summary of Research Methods 
The choice of field for research, either being geographic or contextual, is influenced by a wide 
range of factors. In the context of this study, the choice of the field was influenced by the 
researcher’s interests, discipline, values and the interpretative community (funding agencies and 
research participants). The research process and activities were undertaken in such a way that the 
subjects of the study were respected through the appropriate ethical conduct.  
Also, the study relied on the use of justifiable data collection techniques, reliable data sources and 
analytical tools to help establish integrity for the study. The integrity of any type of research is 
 50 
 
dependent on procedures being explicit and systematically evaluated (Bailey, White & Pain, 1999). 
The research process is continuous and iterative by nature; thus, validity was established at each 
stage of the process. This helped in identifying and rectifying any deviations at an early stage; 
thus, making the study better hold to its purpose. This implies that the pursuit of validity was 
applied at each stage of the research process from early planning and establishing of relations in 
the field to writing-up of conclusions (Bailey, White & Pain, 1999).  
The multiple sources of data used for this study helped in promoting data triangulation (Baxter & 
Eyles, 1996). The mixed method approach helped in establishing rigor in this study by making 
sure that one method complements the other by addressing their individual weaknesses. The 
generalizability of research findings could be adversely affected by the nature of research 
participants, the information obtained and the representativeness of study participants. Credibility 
is the degree to which a description of the human experience is such that those having the 
experience would recognize it immediately and those outside the experience can understand it 
(Baxter & Eyles, 1996). The enhancement of credibility in this study was done throughout the 
research process. This was attained by adopting the appropriate research strategy in the selection 
of interview respondents, research procedures, interview practice, and strategies for analysis.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Theme One: 
Evolution of Park Planning: As Learnt from City of Vancouver Parks Board 
Documents, Archival Records, and Other Documentary Sources  
4.0 Introduction 
The historical overview of park planning and development helps researchers, policymakers, and 
park administrators to understand the social and economic values of city residents. This serves as 
an important basis for the park decision-making process. Despite the importance of park history in 
the study, planning and management of urban parks; there is a major research gap within the 
Canadian context. This aspect of the study addresses the knowledge gap of park literature from a 
historical perspective. The overall goal of this part of the study is to analyze the Post-World War 
II historical patterns and trends in the development of parks in the City of Vancouver. This chapter 
also presents a review of relevant literature that relates to the evolution of park planning. The 
analysis of the historical trends basically comprises of the purpose of park development, actors 
involved in the development of parks, the characteristics of the parks, park management, and 
funding.  
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4.1 Literature Review-Historical Overview of Urban Parks 
4.1.1 Introduction 
This section deals with the review of relevant literature that will serve as the theoretical basis for 
assessing the evolutionary history of park planning in the City of Vancouver. The review basically 
looks at how the definition of parks, the purpose of park development, characteristics of parks, 
funding and park management have changed over time. The evolutionary history of urban parks 
as described by Toledo and Douglas (2012) helps in the assessment of the roles and purposes of 
park spaces over-time. They argue that park history can be studied through the analysis of different 
time periods defined by the development of society in terms of needs, values, beliefs, and 
techniques. The study of historical trends of urban parks will serve as the basis for assessing how 
the rapid growth of cities affects the availability, management, and use of these parks over time.  
4.1.2 Historical Overview of Park Development  
The definition and description of parks have changed with time based on the use, characterist ics, 
ownership, management and/ purpose of their development. According to Williams (2002), urban 
parks were once defined as pleasure grounds set aside for public recreation and the promotion of 
health and enjoyment. Williams (2002) further notes that these public green spaces provided cities 
with tangible benefits that go beyond serving as an outlet for recreation, physical activity, and 
relaxation.  
Ninetieth-century park visionaries, such as Frederick Law Olmsted, argued that parks were not 
amenities but rather necessities providing recreation, inspiration, and essential respite from the 
city’s glare and bustle (Sherer, 2003). The demographic and socio-economic expansion of urban 
centers adversely affected the natural environment in cities. As already discussed in the theoretical 
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framework section, the development of parks was in response to the deteriorating city 
environment. Historically, city authorities used parks as a means of maintaining some 
characteristics of the country in the city. Municipal officials according to Sherer (2003) saw urban 
parks as a refuge from the crowded, polluted and stressful city places. City dwellers, on the other 
hand, used urban parks as a source of spiritually transforming the power of nature, a place for 
recreation and a democratizing public space where the rich and the poor would mix on equal terms 
(Sherer, 2003). Therefore, parks served as urban greenery restoration facilities to help restore some 
elements of the country in cities.  
Hinds (1979) asserts that the desire to improve the city’s living conditions resulted in the 
development of the naturalistic park. Policymakers, researchers, and park administrators cannot 
discuss the historical origin of the development of parks without taking a look at the historica l 
origin of city development. This is due to the fact that the problems associated with urbaniza t ion 
necessitated the development of parks. Sandalack and Uribe (2010) note that most cities in North 
America are less than 200 years old and they rapidly transformed from primitive conditions to total 
modernity. This implies that the quest for the development of parks in North America is quite 
recent; thus, making parks one of the newest urban infrastructures.  
The changes in design, funding, ownership, management, and use of urban parks over time have 
implications for their contemporary management. Historically, the budgetary allocation for the 
development of parks was the first to be adversely affected when cities experienced a financ ia l 
crisis. This is still applicable to contemporary city management strategies. Sherer (2003) pointed 
out that as population shifted to the suburbs after World War II, the vision of parks for all faded 
because many cities lacked the resources to create new parks. Therefore, the availability of land 
and financial resources has a lot of implications for the development and maintenance of parks. 
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The development of parks influenced the planning of most Canadian cities. Sandalack and Uribe 
(2010) note that most Canadian cities were planned around central public spaces such as railway 
gardens, central memorial parks, recreational parks and school yards. Generally, the development 
of parks has gone through several transitions in response to the needs and changing values of city 
residents. Cranz (1982) presented the historical overview of urban parks in the United States by 
categorizing the parks based on uses, characteristics, design elements, and architecture. These 
categorizations served as the theoretical basis for assessing the historical overview of parks in the 
City of Vancouver. Cranz (1982) categorized the parks into the pleasure ground (1850-1900), the 
reform park (1900-1930), the recreational facility (1930-1965), and the open space system 
(1965+). Each of these transitions in the development of parks addressed specific needs of city 
residents. For example, Sherer (2003) points out that the need for city parks as pleasure grounds 
arose in the second half of the 19th century where American cities built grand city parks to improve 
their residents’ quality of life.  
The city parks and open spaces were developed to improve physical and psychological health, 
strengthen communities, and make the cities and neighborhoods more attractive places to live and 
work (Sherer, 2003). Cranz (1982) further argues that parks in the United States were conceived 
as pleasure grounds meant to bring the pieces of the country with its fresh air, meadow, lakes, and 
sunshine to the cities. In terms of the reform park system era, the 1900s and 1930s saw the 
programming of park activities into physical, social, aesthetic, and civic activities. Parks were used 
for a variety of activities as well as landscape beauty; thus, moving beyond pleasure (Cranz, 1982).  
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Park administrators in the 1930s, according to Cranz (1982), abandoned their idealistic efforts to 
use parks as a mechanism for social reform. The use of available urban spaces for social activit ies 
during the recreation era (1930-1965) limited the availability of open spaces. There was the 
provision of playgrounds, parkways, stadiums, parking lots and open beaches during the recreation 
era but not open spaces (Cranz, 1982). This served as the basis for her argument that the city 
needed parks but it needed them chiefly for imagery and inspiration, which led to the open space 
system in 1965.  
The open space system was in response to the deteriorating park conditions and the increase in 
crime rate on parks. Sherer (2003) notes that the great depression in the 20th century adversely 
affected spending on city parks which led to cities cutting budgetary allocations for park 
maintenance. This led to the deterioration of parks and increase in crime rate. Thus, many city 
dwellers saw places such as Central Park as too dangerous to visit.  City and town councils, 
therefore, forced developers to add open space to their projects at the beginning of the 1990s 
(Sherer, 2003).  
There is currently a philosophical shift in urban planning away from designing around the 
automobile in favor of the development of city parks (Sherer, 2003). Overall, both Cranz (1982) 
and Sherer (2003) see the transitions in the development of parks as a means of responding to the 
changing needs of city residents. In conclusion, as the demographic, economic and social 
characteristics of city resident changed, the functions and characteristics of parks also changed.  
Apart from the categorization of parks based on functions and characteristics as discussed by Cranz 
(1982) and Sherer (2003), several other factors influence the categorization of parks. These factors 
include the size of the park, deemed function, geographic location and the types of facilities present 
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within the parks and the degree of naturalness of the parks (Byrne & Sipe, 2010).  Byrne and Sipen 
(2010) further identified other factors in the categorization of parks such as: 
 the activities that occur within the park and the types of people who use the park;  
 the agency responsible for managing the park and the land use history of the area; 
 the history and condition of the park; and  
 the landscaping, embellishments and the philosophy behind the development of the park. 
The function and characteristics of parks are not static but rather change with changes in the socio-
economic values of city residents. Park administrators, policymakers and researchers must, 
therefore, continuously invest in park research in order to assess the changing trends in park use, 
characteristics and funding.  
4.1.3 Summary of Literature Review and Emerging Issues 
Historically, the parks that the Americans built to improve their cities were not derived from 
European urban models but from an anti-urban ideal that dwelt on the traditional prescription for 
relief from the “evils” of the city (Cranz, 1982). The functional roles of parks are currently shift ing 
towards sustainability goals, tourism, and reduction of carbon footprints. As discussed earlier in 
the literature review, parks were developed to address the social and environmental needs of city 
residents.  
Globalization, for example, has affected the contemporary use of parks. In recent times, tourists 
travel all over the world to enjoy park facilities that cannot be necessarily be found in their cities, 
provinces, countries or continents.  Parks such as Stanley Park and Central Park do not only serve 
their local environment but are also used for tourism purposes. This has contributed to a shift in 
the local use of parks to a hybrid of local, regional, national and continental use.  
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Generally, the literature review relied on studies in the United States context because of the limited 
research on park history in the Canadian context. Cranz (1982), historical overview of parks served 
as the major theoretical basis for assessing the evolution of park history in the City of Vancouver. 
These factors helped in analyzing the historical trends of the park system in the City of Vancouver 
based on the purpose of establishing the parks, activities that are undertaken in the parks and 
agencies responsible for financing and managing these parks.  
4.2 Research Questions 
The overall goal of this aspect of the study is to assess the historical patterns and trends in the 
development and management of parks in the City of Vancouver. This study addresses the 
following research questions in order to achieve the overall goal of the research.   
 What are the Post-World War II historical patterns and trends of park development in the City 
of Vancouver? 
 What are the implications of these patterns and trends for Contemporary Park planning and 
management? 
4.3 Research Hypothesis 
The research hypothesis for this aspect of the study has been presented below.  
 Historical patterns and trends of urban park development in the City of Vancouver have 
informed current urban park development. 
 
4.4 Research Method and Sources of Information 
The use of documentary sources of information is likely to be relevant to every case study topic 
except studies of preliterate societies (Yin, 2010). The analysis of historical trends of park 
development in the City of Vancouver relied on secondary sources of data. Hakim (1982), defines 
secondary data analysis as any further analysis of an existing dataset which presents 
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interpretations, conclusions or knowledge additional to, or different from those produced in the 
original report of an inquiry.  
Generally, secondary sources of data are less costly and less time consuming than the collection 
of primary data. This is because the secondary sources of data have already been summarized and 
analyzed mostly from past primary data which are mostly in the form of archival records, journals , 
and government documents. However, collecting secondary data from one source could be highly 
biased since it will only represent one perspective. The study addressed this bias by relying on 
different sources of secondary data from the City of Vancouver Park Board, Vancouver Historica l 
Society, past policy documents from the City of Vancouver, archival records, and past newspapers. 
The summary of the research process indicated in Table 4.4.1 is as follows.  
 Identification of all the parks in the City of Vancouver; 
 counting the parks and categorizing them into parks developed in Pre-World War II era, 
parks developed from 1945 to 1965 and parks developed after 1965;  
 calculating the total number and park acreage for each category; and  
 assessing the trends and patterns in the development of parks based on the purpose of 
developing the parks, stakeholders involved, park ownership and management patterns and 
the characteristics of the parks in each category.  
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Table 4.4.1-Research Methods and Techniques  
Research Questions  What are the Post-World War II historical patterns and trends of park 
development in the City of Vancouver? 
 What are the implications of these patterns and trends for Contemporary  
Park planning and management? 
Emerging Issues from 
Literature Review 
 Design, funding, ownership, management and use of parks changes over 
time. 
 The definition and description of parks change with time, based on the use, 
ownership, management or purpose of their development.  
 Cranz (1982) has presented the historical overview of urban parks in the 
United States.  
 Park history can be assessed based on uses, characteristics, design elements 
and architecture which gave historical differences in the description of parks. 
What is Missing  The literature on how the design, ownership, characteristics and management 
of parks in Canada has changed over time. 
What is Researchable  Post-World War II historical patterns and trends in park development in the 
city of Vancouver. 
Research Hypothesis  Historical patterns and trends of urban park development in the City of 
Vancouver have informed current urban park development . 
Specific  Questions  What were the main purposes of establishing parks in Vancouver? 
 Who were some of the stakeholders involved in the development and 
management of the parks? 
 What were some of the challenges facing the development and management of 
parks? 
 What are the historical trends in the ownership and use of parks?   
 What are the historical trends in the characteristics of parks? 
 What are some of the historical benefits of parks?  
Dependent Variables  Historical patterns and trends (1945-1965) 
 Historical patterns and trends (1965+) 
Independent Variables  The purpose of developing the parks  
 Actors involved in the development of  parks   
 Park ownership patterns 
 Characteristics of parks 
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Type of Methods and 
Sources of Information 
 Content Analysis of Archival Records  
 Old Newspapers  
 Document Analysis of Parks Board Records  
Justification of Methods   Historical data are used in answering explanatory questions of how and why? 
 Historical analysis can only be done based on already existing data sources.  
 Vancouver Archival Services has the most comprehensive records of park 
history.  
 Vancouver Sun being one of the oldest newspapers in the city has records of 
past publications accessible to the public and researchers.    
Specific Processes City of Vancouver Archival Records 
 Initial contact with the archivist. 
 Booking appointment for seven days for historical data collection. 
 Checking the descriptions of the various series of records  that are part of the 
Board of Parks and Recreation fond. 
 Checking records pertinent to the themes of the study. 
Vancouver Parks Board  
 Identify all the parks in the city of  Vancouver 
 Count the number of parks and group them into year groups  
 Calculate the total number and park acreage for each year group  
 Identify the historical trends and patterns for each year group  
Data Sources  City of Vancouver Archival Records  
 Vancouver Parks Board Records  
Expected Data to Be 
Collected (Dependent 
Variables) 
Post-World War II historical trends and patterns  including: 
 The purpose of developing the parks  
 Actors involved in parks development  
 Park ownership  
 Characteristics of parks 
Data Analysis Process  Data analyzed using Cranz (1982) as a guide but with emphasis on post-World 
War II trends (1945-1965 and 1965+ year groups.   
 Developed a spreadsheet for each year group helping to calculate the total 
number of parks and park acreage 
 Calculation of the population park ratio and the population density to access 
the trends and patterns 
 Analysis of the historical trends and patterns for each theme under each year 
group 
 Use of tables to summarize research findings. 
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4.5.0 Pre-World War II Historical Overview of Parks in the City of Vancouver  
The historical background of parks in the City of Vancouver is a major contributory factor to the 
high-value city residents place on the provision and management of parks. The City of Vancouver 
has a history of a multi-stakeholder approach to the development of parks. The Pre-World War II 
development of parks involved a variety of stakeholders dominated by institutions such as the Park 
Wardens, Park Committee Members, Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR), city residents and private 
individuals.   
Garvin and Berens (1997) grouped the trends in the management of open spaces into two 
conventional models and one new model.  The conventional models are the public sector approach 
and a hybrid of both the public sector and private sector approach. The newer model, on the other 
hand, comprises of the market-oriented civic model. The new model relies on a long- term 
partnership between the public and private sectors for park development through taxes, private 
donations and revenue producing park functions (Garvin & Berens, 1997). The historical trends of 
park development in the City of Vancouver indicate the application of the elements of all these 
three models in the 19th century. However, there is a major shift to a more governmental and private 
sector approach in the 21st century with the City of Vancouver Park Board and developers being 
the main actors.  
The development of urban parks in the City of Vancouver started in 1888 when a 950-acre military 
reserve was converted into a park (City of Vancouver Archives, 1997). The location of Stanley 
Park according to the City of Vancouver Archives (1997) was originally the home of the Burrard, 
Musqueam, and Squamish First Nations people. The transformation of a human settlement into a 
park in the City of Vancouver indicated a major shift from man’s role as a conqueror of nature as 
discussed by McHarg (1971). Historically, the survival and wealth of man depended mostly on 
 62 
 
their ability to clear the natural vegetation for agricultural purposes and other economic activit ies 
such as mining and hunting. However, in the case of Stanley Park, human settlement had to make 
way for the creation of the park for nature conservation. The creation of Stanley Park, therefore, 
contradicted the historical role of man as a conqueror of the environment for survival. The 
development of Stanley Park led to the appointment of a Park Warden and Park Committee by the 
City Council to oversee the management of the park (City of Vancouver Archives, 1997). A three-
member Board of Park Commissioners was elected in 1890 to replace the Park Committee, who 
had absolute control over the management of the park system (City of Vancouver Archives, 1997).  
Stanley Park was not purposely designed like the famous Central Park in New York which was 
designed by Frederick Law Olmstead and Calvert Vaux. Central Park which was origina l ly 
proposed as a greenway by its designer; currently accommodates a wonderful variety of landscapes 
and built features (Garvin & Berens, 1997). Stanley Park evolved as the home of First Nation 
groups to its present status as the largest park in the City of Vancouver. The park like many others 
in the 19th Century was developed to help connect the city’s residents to nature and also promote 
active recreation. This role does not generally deviate from the traditional reasons for developing 
parks. McHarg (1971) argued that the problem of man and nature is not one of providing a 
decorative background for the human play but its necessity for sustaining nature as a source of life. 
Figure 4.5.1 shows a pictorial representation of the settlement in Stanley Park in 1860.  
 
 
 
 
 63 
 
Figure 4.5.1-Human Settlements on the site of Stanley Park in 1860 
 
Source: City of Vancouver Archives  
 
4.5.1 Major Stakeholders in Park Development during the Pre-World War II Era 
The historical trend of park development in the City of Vancouver during the Pre-World War II 
era indicates a multi-stakeholder approach to the development and management of parks. Park 
wardens and park committee members were mostly involved in the management, purchase of 
parkland and naming of parks. They were also responsible for giving approvals for city residents 
to use undeveloped park areas for agricultural purposes. In 1921, residents living around 
Connaught Park were given the approval to plant vegetable gardens in the undeveloped park area 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014). This indicates an efficient collaborative effort between the park 
committee, private sector and city residents towards the development of parks. City residents 
played an important role in the development of parks in the City of Vancouver. Some residents of 
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the City of Vancouver during the Pre-World War II era donated their private lands for the creation 
of parks. Financial support was also provided by some city residents through donations while 
others also sold their land for park development. William Harold Malkin for instance donated land 
for the development of the Malkin Park to the Parks Board (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
Additionally, the land for the development of Garden Park was purchased from R. W. Charleson 
in 1912 and cleared by community relief labor in 1914 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). The 
Canadian Pacific Railway was also one of the main actors in the development of parks in the City 
of Vancouver. They were directly involved in the sale and donation of land for park development. 
The Canadian Pacific Railway donated Angus Park to the City of Vancouver (Vancouver Park 
Board, 2014).  
Generally, community support was very vital for the development of parks during the Pre-World 
War II era. This was mainly in the form of fundraising to support park development. Communa l 
interest in the protection and efficient management of parks in the City of Vancouver emanates 
from the historically important role played by the private sector, individuals and the city residents 
in the development of park land through the donation of land and provision of financial support. 
The residents of the City of Vancouver, therefore, place a high value on the development and 
conservation of park land because of their strong historical connection to the development of these 
parks.  
The provincial government also played an important role in the development of parks through the 
donation of land and provision of financial support. Carnarvon Park, which was created in 1929, 
was secured by the sales tax from the government of British Columbia (Vancouver Park Board, 
2014). The provincial government also donated the land for the development of McBride Park to 
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the Parks Board in 1911 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Table 4.5.1.1 below provides a summary 
of the major actors involved in park development during the Pre-World War II era.  
Table 4.5.1.1- Stakeholders Involved in the Development of Parks during Pre-World War II 
Era  
Stakeholder Role Specific Examples 
Park Warden and 
Park Committee 
 Park Management 
 Purchase of Land for Park 
Development 
 Naming of Parks 
 Park Board gave approval for nearby residents to plant 
market gardens in the undeveloped park area of 
Connaught Park in 1921 
 Park Board approved plans for a community center to 
be developed on Hastings Community Park in 1934 
 Renaming of English Bay Park to Alexandra Park in 
1911 
Private Individuals  Donation of Private 
Properties 
 Sale of Land for Park 
Development 
 Funding 
 Land for the development of Garden Park was 
purchased from P.W. Charleson in 1912 
 William Harold Malkin gave the land for Malkin Park as 
a gift to the Vancouver Park Board. 
 William Malkin donated money for the construction of 
Malkin Bowl in Stanley Park 
 The land for the development of Tatlow Park was 
purchased from T.E Calland in 1907. 
Canadian Pacific 
Railway 
Sale and donation of Land for 
Park Development 
 Langara Park was first owned by CPR and developed as 
a golf course in 1926.  
 CPR donated Angus Park to the city of Vancouver. 
Other Private 
Entities 
Funding  Pacific Lawn Bowling Club built an indoor facility on 
Grimmett Park in 1937 
Communal Support Funding   Private Citizens raised money to purchase the beach 
front land of Kitsilano Beach Park from CPR  
 Community groups in Hastings Area raised funds for the 
construction of a Field house-like structure on Hastings 
Community Park in 1934 
City Council Administration  Appointment of Park Wardens and Park Committees 
Provincial 
Government 
Funding and Donation of Land  Carnarvon Park was secured by tax sales from the BC 
Government 
 Provincial Government donated the land for McBride 
Park to the Park Board in 1911. 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
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4.5.2 Summary of Findings and Theoretical Implications 
There are 220 parks in the City of Vancouver with 30.91% of these parks created before World 
War II. A total of 2,528 acres of land was developed into parks before World War II. This 
constitutes 64.75% of the total park area in the City of Vancouver. The total area of park developed 
before World War II was greater than the total park area developed after World War II. The number 
of parks created in the City of Vancouver before World War II was, however, less than the number 
of parks created after World War II. This implies that the demographic expansion of the City of 
Vancouver adversely affected the total area of parks developed but there was no adverse effect on 
the number of parks.  
Therefore, there is the need for park researchers and stakeholders to distinguish between the 
number of parks available in a city and the total park area of a city when measuring the impact of 
park facilities. The provision of more parks contributed immensely towards the improvement of 
park accessibility. The creation of larger parks, on the other hand, helped in increasing the 
ecological benefits of parks as it increased the total land area available for green spaces. The debate 
on size versus the number of parks as a measure of park development is yet to dominate in park 
literature and policy discourse. The measure of the level of park availability and accessibility in a 
city could either be based on the total number of available parks or the total park area. It is, 
however, more feasible and effective if both indicators are used, especially if the main aim of 
creating the park is to promote economic, social and ecological benefits.  
As discussed in the theoretical framework chapter, there is a general theoretical argument about 
the effect of city expansion on the availability of land for park development. In the case of the City 
of Vancouver, the demographic and economic expansion of the city has limited the ability for the 
city to create large parks. This justifies why all the large parks in the city such as Stanley Park, 
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Queen Elizabeth Park, and Hastings Park were all created before World War II.  It also justifies 
why the total area of park created during the Pre-World War II era is greater than that of Post-
World War II era. The parks that were developed after World War II were mostly smaller parks 
whose aggregate ecological benefits are lower than that of the large parks created before World 
War II. This is because, the larger the total area of green spaces in a city, the higher the ecological 
benefits. Historically, urban parks were developed to preserve the natural environments of cities 
by helping to maintain some of the environmental elements of the country in the city. The 
availability of land also influences the size of the park to be developed. The findings of the study 
showed that the creation of all the large parks in the City of Vancouver before World War II was 
basically as a result of less pressure put on land resources compared to the increasing pressure on 
land in the Post-World War II era.  
Cranz (1982) categorizes parks developed during the Pre-World War II era into either Pleasure 
Grounds (1850-1900) or Reform Parks (1900-1930). The pleasure grounds according to Cranz 
(1982) brought pieces of the country with fresh air and exposed city residents to nature. The 
pleasure grounds were also designed to facilitate activities such as exercise, polo playing, and 
bicycle riding. Some of the parks developed in the City of Vancouver during the pleasure ground 
era include Stanley Park and Hastings Park. These parks helped to restore some characteristics of 
the country in the city but did not facilitate structured and unstructured activities as in the case of 
pleasure grounds.  
For example, the construction of the Stanley Park Seawall, which was designed to provide trails 
for walking, jogging and walking commenced in 1917. This ushered in what Cranz (1982) would 
refer to as the Reform Park era in the City of Vancouver. Park advocates during this period (1900-
1930) promoted the location of new parks on sites that were more accessible to the working class 
 68 
 
for recreational purposes. The City of Vancouver, however, did not design new parks purposely 
for playgrounds as in the case of cities in the United States but rather upgraded existing parks to 
combine ecological and social functions.  
4.6.0 Post-World War II Historical Overview of Parks in the City of Vancouver   
The study focused on the Post-World War II historical trends of park development because of the 
structural changes in the social, economic and environmental systems in most Canadian cities after 
World War II. During this period, the Canadian economy transformed from an agrarian economy 
to an industrialized economy. This led to the urbanization of most Canadian communities. As 
mentioned earlier, the historical trends of urban park development in the City of Vancouver were 
analyzed based on Cranz’s historical overview of parks which categorized the use of parks into 
year groups of 1850-1900, 1900-1930, 1930-1965 and 1965+. For the purpose of this study, the 
year groupings for the Post-World War II analysis are 1945-1965 and 1965+. 
4.6.1 Historical Patterns and Trends of Parks Development (1945-1965) 
Roy (2014) attributed the expansion of the economy of the City of Vancouver after World War II 
to the development of the war and ship building industry. The selling of large quantities of wheat 
to China in 1961 also contributed to the expansion of commercial activities in the city (Roy, 2014; 
City of Vancouver, 2013; City of Vancouver Archives, 1997). Furthermore, the easing of 
immigration restrictions and the attractiveness of a booming economy attracted new immigrants 
after World War II; thus, making the City of Vancouver more cosmopolitan (Roy, 2014; City of 
Vancouver, 2013; City of Vancouver Archives, 1997). The socio-economic expansion of the city 
had implications on the development of parks. This necessitated the need to study the historica l 
trends of park development and its implications on contemporary park management.  
 69 
 
4.6.1.1 Purpose of Urban Park Development (1945-1965) 
The purpose of establishing parks during this era was in response to the increasing and diversifying 
park needs of the Post World War II era emanating from the baby boom and industrial revolution. 
Parks were created to provide recreational facilities for children and pleasure ground for social 
activities such as picnics for the working class. The Post-World War II purpose of providing parks 
shifted from preserving the natural environment of the city to a more social oriented purpose. The 
socially oriented goals were achieved through the provision of more recreational facilities. For 
example, McBride Park which has been shown in Figure 4.6.1.1.1 was used for the cultivation of 
vegetables during World War I but was later upgraded with various recreational facilities includ ing 
field houses, playgrounds, soccer fields, tennis courts and washrooms (Vancouver Park Board, 
2014).  
Figure 4.6.1.1.1-McBride Park 
 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board 
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Generally, most of the newly developed parks in the City of Vancouver during this period were 
provided with recreational facilities while some of the existing parks were also upgraded with 
recreational facilities. The number of physical structures and area of concrete surfaces in the parks 
increased due to the increase in the construction of pavements and recreational facilities. Parks 
such as Connaught Park which was established in 1921 got the construction of its community 
center approved in 1948 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Parks developed during this period also 
served specific suburban neighborhoods; thus, leading to the creation of more neighborhood parks. 
This implies that the Post World War II suburban development due to the over-reliance on 
automobiles also affected the nature, type and purpose of parks developed. This shows a 
relationship between the settlement structure and the purpose and type of parks developed in a 
city.  
4.6.1.2 Stakeholders in Urban Park Development (1945-1965) 
The vital role played by individual city residents, the private sector, community associations, and 
the provincial government in the development of parks in the Pre-World War II era did not change 
much during the Post-World War II era. However, their role was minimal due to the massive 
acquisition of parks and parkland by the City of Vancouver Park Board. Therefore, this made the 
City of Vancouver Park Board the main actor in the development and management of parks but 
they were still supported by the community and the provincial government.  
Community residents, for example, voted to pay more taxes to fund the construction of Kerrisdale 
Community Centre at Kerrisdale Centennial Park in 1952 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
Community and individual contributions to the development of parks shifted from donations to 
focus more on taxes. However, donations by some community residents continued to be an integra l 
part of park development. In 1945, Jonathan Rogers donated $100,000 for the development of 
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Jonathan Rogers Park in the vicinity of Broadway and Cambie Street (Vancouver Park Board, 
2014). Community Associations also played an integral role in the development of parks. The 
South Slope Community Association, for example, gave financial support for the construction of 
the Community Hall on Moberly Park in 1955. The Sunset Community Association, on the other 
hand, undertook a fundraising campaign to build a community recreation facility in 1945 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014). The role of community associations was mostly in the form of 
fundraising to support the development of parks. Public corporations such as the Central Housing 
and Mortgage Corporation also contributed to park development by selling their land to the Parks 
Board. The land for the development of Fraserview Park, for instance, was purchased by the Parks 
Board from the Central Housing and Mortgage Corporation in 1952 (Vancouver Park Board, 
2014).  
4.6.1.3 Characteristics of Parks (1945-1965) 
The Post-World War II period saw an increase in the number of physical structures and of concrete 
landscaping on most parks. This was as a result of the creation of recreational facilities in most 
newly developed parks and the upgrading of existing parks with recreational facilities. Parks 
developed during this period had both green and concrete landscapes due to the construction of 
facilities such as community centers, playgrounds, tennis courts, swimming pools, and basketball 
courts among other recreational facilities. The recreational facility for Memorial Smith Park which 
was officially opened in 1926 was created after World War II. The recreational facilities that were 
developed in the park include playgrounds, tennis courts, cricket pitches, field hockey, ball hockey 
and running tracks (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). The community center and outdoor pool were 
also constructed in 1956 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014).  
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The results of the study show a relationship between the purpose of establishing parks and the 
characteristics of the parks. Parks created for recreational purposes will have more physical 
structures and acreage of concrete landscaping than parks developed for ecological purposes. Some 
of the existing parks were upgraded to include museums and other memorial installations. The 
Maritime Museum on Hadden Park according to the Vancouver Park Board (2014) was opened on 
June 11, 1959. The parks developed during this period effectively combined the development of 
green landscaping with recreational facilities. Fraserview Park which was developed in 1952 was 
designed with playground facilities and its landscaping (Vancouver Park Board, 2014).  
4.6.1.4 Park Management and Funding (1945-1965) 
The City of Vancouver Park Board has been responsible for the management of parks in the city 
right from the creation of Stanley Park in 1888. The management of parks during the Post-World 
War II period became more complex and financially demanding due to the physical and 
demographic expansion of the city. Park development was financed through multiple sources of 
funds such as taxes, donations and community association fundraising activities. In 1956, the City 
of Vancouver Park Board developed initiatives such as the Local Improvement Bylaw and the 
neighborhood fundraising and capital for the development of parks. The Local Improvement 
Bylaw helped in the construction of a $100,000 recreational facility at Douglas Park in 1964 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014).  
The level of donations of land for park development by individuals and the private sector reduced 
during the Post-World War II era. This was as a result of the physical and demographic expansion 
of the City of Vancouver; thus, reducing the availability of land and increasing the economic value 
of land. This implies that the ability for individuals and the private sector to donate land for park 
development relies on the availability and economic value of land.  
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4.6.1.5 Major Benefits and Challenges of Parks Development (1945-1965) 
The recreational nature of parks developed during this period helped to promote social activit ies 
and interaction in the City of Vancouver. This helped in meeting the social needs of the growing 
population and also complimenting the ecological benefits of existing parks. The parks developed 
provided more space for picnics, swimming, and other recreational activities. Community centers 
were also constructed to serve as meeting places and indoor activities especially during the winter 
seasons.  
The major challenge that faced the development and management of parks in the City of 
Vancouver during this period was the growing pressure on land due to the demographic and 
economic expansion of the city. The conversion of arable land into industrial and residential uses 
adversely affected the availability of land for park development and also increased the cost of 
creating new parks due to the increase in land value. There was also the need to invest financ ia l 
and human resources in the protection of existing park land from encroachment.  
The preservation of green landscaping on parks serves as an economical means of managing the 
storm water in most cities but the presence of more area of hard landscaping inhibits this important 
role of parks. The ecological role of parks was also minimized due to the increase in the number 
of physical structures on the parks. The increase in the acreage of hard landscaping due to the 
creation of more recreational facilities also adversely affected the ecological functions of the parks. 
The increase in the area of hard landscaping during this period threatened the preservation of the 
natural environment since these concrete surfaces and physical structures reduced the acreage of 
actual green spaces on these parks.  
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4.6.1.6 Findings and Theoretical Implications (1945-1965) 
The recreational nature of parks developed during this period helped to promote social activit ies 
and interaction in the City of Vancouver. The parks developed provided more space for picnics, 
swimming, and other social activities. Community centers were also developed to serve as meeting 
places and indoor recreational activities especially during the winter seasons. The major challenge 
that faced the development and management of parks in the City of Vancouver during this period 
was the growing pressure on land due to the demographic and economic expansion of the city. The 
conversion of arable land into industrial and residential areas adversely affected the availability of 
land for park development and also increased the cost of creating new parks due to the increase in 
the economic value of land.  
Overall, the number of the parks developed from 1945 to 1965 was 17.73% of the total number of 
parks in the City of Vancouver. The percentage of park acreage developed was 12.53% of the total 
park acreage in the city. This indicates that the rate of increase in the total number of parks was 
higher than the rate of increase in the total park area. The creation of smaller neighborhood parks 
led to more number of parks being created during this period. However, the total area of parks 
developed was less than the total area of parks developed during the Pre-World War II era. This 
was due to the fact that large parks such as Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park were all 
developed before World War II.  
This implies that functionally there is a major difference in increasing the total number of parks in 
a city and increasing the total park area. Generally, an increase in the number of parks promotes 
the accessibility of parks to city residents. On the other hand, increasing the park area helps to 
increase the total area of green spaces; thus, promoting ecological goals. The contribution of parks 
to sustainability cannot be measured based on the increase in the total number of parks. Goodland 
 75 
 
and Daly (1996) describe environmental sustainability as a process that allows human society to 
live within the limitations of the biological and physical environment. There is, therefore, the need 
to include important factors such as the total area of green landscaping and the connectivity 
between the parks which allows interaction between the natural habitats. This helps in measuring 
not only the social functions of the parks but also their ecological functions.  
Additionally, there was an upgrade of existing parks with recreational facilities and most of the 
newly developed parks were designed with various recreational facilities. This contributed to an 
increase in the number of physical structures and concrete surfaces on the parks compared to the 
presence of available concrete landscape in the Pre-World War II parks. In as much as some of the 
parks developed during the Pre-World War II era had recreational facilities, the emphasis of parks 
developed from 1945 to 1965 was more on social goals. This helped in promoting social functions 
such as creating spaces for recreational activities whilst limiting ecological functions such as 
preserving nature in cities to depict some character of the country.  
Cranz (1982) classified parks developed in the United States during this period as the recreational 
facilities (1930-1965). Park design and equipment were seen as a means of fun and the increase in 
social activities contributed to the increase in physical structures on the parks (Cranz, 1982). The 
characteristics of parks developed in the City of Vancouver during this period were not different 
from those of the United States. The City of Vancouver, however, did not limit the availability of 
open spaces as a result of the increase in recreational facilities.  
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4.6.2 Historical Patterns and Trends of Parks Development (1965+) 
The physical expansion of the City of Vancouver through demographic and economic growth has 
affected the development of parks from 1965 until now. The city has seen tremendous 
infrastructural and educational transformation during this era. Major educational facilities such as 
the Simon Fraser University were constructed during this period. The Pacific Central Station was 
also transformed into Waterfront Station, with the Sea Bus and Sky Train connections added.  The 
physical, infrastructural, demographic and economic growth of the city led to an increase in the 
demand for land and subsequently increased the pressure on existing parklands. The City of 
Vancouver Park Board, however, continues to expand existing parks and create new parks to meet 
the growing park needs of the city residents.  
4.6.2.1 Purpose of Urban Park Development (1965+) 
The City of Vancouver Park Board continued to upgrade existing parks and created new parks to 
meet the growing and diverse needs of the population. The parks that have been created from 1965 
until now are mostly neighborhood parks that helped in promoting social interactions and activit ies 
among residents in the various neighborhoods. These parks mostly have playgrounds, recreational 
facilities, walking, cycling, and horse riding trails. The continuous increase in the development of 
playgrounds and recreational facilities in the various parks in the City of Vancouver is not only 
because of population growth but also because of the increase in apartment buildings in the city.  
Apartment buildings do not have backyards to provide space for recreational and other social 
activities. This implies that whenever there is an increase in the number of apartment buildings in 
a city, the demand for park space in neighborhoods also goes up which is the case of the City of 
Vancouver. Therefore, the development of parks is not only influenced by changes in demographic 
characteristics but also changes in dwelling types and housing design. The parks were also created 
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to meet the needs of the ethnically diverse population of the City of Vancouver. The Sun Yat-Sen 
Classical Chinese Garden which has been presented in Figure 4.6.2.1.1 was opened in 1997. This 
garden is a representation of Ming Dynasty-era making it the first of its kind outside China 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
Figure 4.6.2.1.1- Sun Yat-Sen Classical Chinese Garden 
 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board  
Parks are currently developed to promote sports and recreational activities, educational programs 
social, and cultural programs. Parks are also developed as a means of brownfield remediation. The 
increase in contaminated land due to urban and industrial growth necessitated the use of parks as 
brownfield remediation tools. For example, Everett Crowley Park which used to be Kerr Road 
Dump was closed as a landfill site for 25 years before being redeveloped into a park in 1987 
(Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Furthermore, parks were developed for neighborhoods that are 
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park deficient as determined by the City of Vancouver Park Board and the City Council. Ebisu 
Park, for example, was created at a cost of $3,363,000 to meet the park needs of the Marpole 
neighborhoods (Vancouver Park Board, 2014).  
4.6.2.2 Stakeholders in Park Development (1965+) 
The City of Vancouver Park Board during this period embarked on the acquisition of all the park 
spaces in the city. This made the Parks Board the main actor in the development and management 
of parks. The mandate of the City of Vancouver Park Board is to nurture, maintain and develop 
Vancouver’s urban parks and recreational facilities (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). The city 
residents played an important role and continue to contribute towards the creation and management 
of parks in the City of Vancouver. They participate actively in the election of competent park 
authorities to manage existing parks and create new ones.  
Community consultation is currently an important aspect of the park development process. 
Community residents participate in the decision-making process regarding the management and 
use of parks. Nelson Park which was redeveloped in 2007 went through a three-year community 
consultation period (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Despite the importance of community 
consultation in ensuring the sustainability of parks developed; it sometimes leads to delays in the 
implementation of formulated park policies.  
The pressure on parklands as a result of the economic and demographic expansion of the city 
contributed to the formation of park advocacy groups such as the Vancouver Save Our Parkland 
Association and the VanDusen Botanical Garden Association. These advocacy groups helped in 
the protection of parklands from competing land uses. There is currently a partnership between 
developers and the City of Vancouver to create parks in the city. Marathon Development Inc., for 
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example, supported the construction of Coal Harbour Park at a cost of $1.5 million as part of their 
Community Amenity Contribution (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). The City of Vancouver 
currently classifies the development of parks as a form of amenity; thus, making it the role of 
developers in providing parks for neighborhoods. Garvin and Berens (1997) support this approach 
of developing parks in the City of Vancouver by arguing that the least expensive way to provide 
public spaces in developed areas is to have property owners create, manage and maintain the park. 
The problem with this approach, however, is that because developers want to maximize profit, 
park sizes are mostly limited in order to help them maximize the use of space. The partnership 
between developers and the City of Vancouver in the creation of parks also explains the reason 
why more parks were developed during the Post-World War II.  
However, the parks developed were smaller in sizes; thus, contributing to the smaller total park 
area during this period. The Yaletown Park, for example, was created through a partnership 
between the City of Vancouver and developer Bruno Wall of Yaletown Park Condominiums 
(Vancouver Parks Board, 2014).  The role of landscape architects in the design of parks in the city 
is also very vital. Durante and Kreuk Limited is an example of landscape architects actively 
involved in the design of the city’s current neighborhood parks. The pictorial representation of 
Yaletown Park designed by Durante and Kreuk Limited has been shown in Figure 4.6.2.2.1 
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Figure 4.6.2.2.1-Yaletown Park 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board 
4.6.2.3 Characteristics of Parks (1965+) 
The parks that were developed in the City of Vancouver during this era combined green spaces 
with recreational facilities to promote social activities. These parks effectively combined active 
and passive recreational opportunities. This, therefore, made their characteristics not different from 
parks created from 1945 to 1965. The city authorities continued to modernize the parks with the 
inclusion of monuments, recreational facilities, providing and maintaining existing trails. For 
example, the Victory Square site shown in Figure 4.6.2.3.1 was improved with hard landscaping 
between the year 2002 and 2004 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014).   
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Figure 4.6.2.3.1-Victoria Square  
 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board 
In as much as more parks were created during this period, there are still questions about the ability 
of these parks to contribute to the sustainability targets of the City of Vancouver. This is because  
of the limited park size and green landscape of parks created during this period which is critical 
towards the achievement of sustainability goals. Harnik (2000) notes that not every acre classified 
as parkland is an area with grass and trees but most of these parks have buildings such as museums, 
planetariums, and aquariums.  
The increase in the number of physical structures and concrete landscaping on the parks has 
adversely affected the ecological functions of the parks. Parks developed in the City of Vancouver 
from 1965 until now have more physical structures and recreational facilities to help promote 
social activities and interactions. In 2011, for example, Grandview Park was upgraded with a 
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playground, pathways, sports court and field house (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Parks 
developed featured both green and concrete landscaping consisting of fountains, benches, dog 
parks, playgrounds, open lawn space, trees, and shrubs. The Vancouver Winter Olympics 
organized in 2010 also contributed to the development of parks. The Hillcrest recreation and 
community complex currently under construction on Hillcrest Park included the Vancouver 
Paralympic Centre (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). Hillcrest Park has been shown in Figure 
4.6.2.3.2 below. 
Figure 4.6.2.3.2-Hillcrest Park 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board 
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4.6.2.4 Park Management and Funding (1965+) 
The City of Vancouver Park Board currently manages the parks in the city in consultation with 
city residents, community associations, and other key stakeholders. The management and 
development of parks in the City of Vancouver are currently funded through a variety of sources 
including taxes, user fees, donations and community association fundraising activities. Harnik 
(2000) supports the funding of parks from a variety of sources by indicating that sources of funds 
for the development of parks include taxes, fees, grants and donations, state and federal support 
and capital expenditure. Private developers currently play an important role in the development 
and management of parks in the City of Vancouver. For example, the Harbour Green Park which 
was opened in 2002 was funded through the Marathon Development Corporation’s recreational 
contribution (Vancouver Park Board, 2014).  
In 1990, the City of Vancouver approved a park impact fee program to provide funding for the 
acquisition and development of urban parkland (Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Plan, 2007). The Vancouver-Clark Comprehensive Parks, Recreation 
and Open Space Plan (2007) describes the Park Impact Fee Program as the establishment of the 
level of service standards for urban parks and assesses the park impact fees on new residentia l 
development to offset the cost of providing these parks.  
Civil society and charitable organizations such as the Devonian Foundation also play a vital role 
in the development of parks through financial support. The Devonian Foundation contributed over 
$600,000 to help protect the parkland of Devonian Harbour Park (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
The support of private individuals through donations also helped in the development of some parks 
in the City of Vancouver. Jean Beaty, for example, sold her home to the Parks Board below the 
market value for the development of the Jean Beaty Park in 1990 (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
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The partnership funding model was also used in funding the development of parks in the City of 
Vancouver. This model brings financial resources from city authorities, the provincial government, 
private individuals, community organizations and private organizations together to fund the 
development of parks. The VanDusen Garden which was created in 1975 represents the effective 
application of the partnership funding model. The park was developed through the collaboration 
between city authorities, provincial government and private individuals (Vancouver Park Board, 
2014).  The development of the park was funded through a $1 million contribution by the City of 
Vancouver, $1 million contribution by the provincial government and $1 million contribution by 
W.J VanDusen (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
4.6.2.5 Major Benefits and Challenges in the Development of Parks (1965+) 
The development of parks promotes economic growth, environmental conservation, and social 
interaction and activities. Park development in the City of Vancouver contributed to economic 
growth through increases in both internal and external tourism generated in the use of parks such 
as Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park.  
The green landscaping on the parks performs both environmental and aesthetic functions. The 
increase in recreational facilities, on the other hand, helped in promoting physical activities, social 
activities and interaction among city residents. The parks are used for picnics and other recreational 
and sporting activities which helped in promoting social activities.  
The increase in the number of recreational facilities has resulted in an increase in the number of 
physical structures and acreage of hard landscapes on these parks compared to the acreage of green 
landscaping. This has reduced the ecological role of parks in the City of Vancouver; thus, limit ing 
the ability of the City of Vancouver to achieve its sustainability goals. The increase in the acreage 
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of concrete landscaping also inhibits the ability of parks to effectively perform their function as 
storm water management facilities. The physical and demographic expansion of the city has also 
resulted in pressure on existing park spaces and availability of land to create new parks. The cost 
of developing parks in the City of Vancouver has increased due to the continuous increase in land 
values. The pressure on the use of land has also resulted in attempts to rezone some park spaces 
for other land uses. Parks are currently viewed as amenities in the City of Vancouver; thus, it is 
the role of developers to develop parks for the various neighborhoods. This tends to increase the 
development cost; thus, affecting housing prices.  
Community consultation which is an important aspect of the planning and management of parks 
during this period tends to delay the implementation of projects. Community protests against major 
park decisions also hinder the implementation of park policies. Some of these protests are mostly 
as a result of challenges in the consultation process.  
4.6.2.6 Historical Trends and Patterns (1965+) 
The City of Vancouver developed a higher number of parks during the period under review than 
any other period.  These parks which are mostly neighborhood parks with recreational facilit ies 
constitute 51.36% of the total number of parks in the city. The rate of increase in the number of 
parks, however, did not correspond with the rate of increase in the total acreage of parks created. 
The acreage of parks created during this period was about 22.72% of the total park area. The 
calculation of the total park area did not separate green landscape from the concrete landscape.  
Table 4.6.2.6.1 below shows the historical trends in the area and number of parks created in the 
City of Vancouver.  
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Table 4.6.2.6.1- Percentage Park Area and Percentage Number of Parks 
Period Park Area   Number of Parks 
  Area (Acres) %   Number  % 
Pre-World War II Era 2,528 64.75  68 30.91 
1945 to 1965 489 12.53  39 17.73 
1965+ 887 22.72   113 51.36 
Total 3,904 100   220 100 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
The historical trends show a major functional difference between the number and size of parks. 
The creation of more parks according to the study does not necessarily lead to a proportionate 
increase in the total area of parks created. Most cities normally measure their achievements in the 
creation of parks based on the total number of parks created but this measure is only applicable if 
the city is measuring its performance in ensuring accessibility of parks to city residents. The City 
of Vancouver has been able to increase the accessibility of parks to its residents as a result of the 
continuous increase in the total number of parks in the city. However, cities using the development 
of parks as a means of achieving sustainability goals as in the case of the City of Vancouver must 
go beyond using only the total number of parks created.  
They should also include the total area of parkland developed and the area of green landscaping 
provided. This study indicates that the increase in the total number of parks does not automatica l ly 
lead to a proportionate increase in the total area of park land as shown in Figure 4.6.2.6.1. The 
contribution of parks towards the achievement of sustainability goals can be measured by 
calculating the difference between the total area of concrete landscaping and the total area of green 
landscape before assessing the trends. The data needed for this approach can be collected using 
Geographic Information Systems and current Geo-rectified Aerial Photography. Parks have 
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the effects of increasing these recreational facilities and physical structures on the parks towards 
the attainment of Vancouver’s vision of being the World’s greenest city by 2020. In order to 
achieve the target of being the World’s Greenest city by 2020, the City of Vancouver has 
formulated 10 main goals. These goals include the promotion of green economy, climate 
leadership, green buildings, green transportation, zero waste, and access to nature, lighter footprint, 
clean water and local food production. It must, however, be noted that the focus of this study is on 
improving access to nature through the development of efficient and effective park systems.  The 
achievement of these goals relies on the development of more green spaces in the City of 
Vancouver parks.  
4.7 Historical Patterns and Trends-Population Park Ratio 
The analysis of the trends of green space per capita helps in the assessment of the level of pressure 
on urban greeneries. Iniewska (2008) describes green space per capita as a useful indicator of green 
space availability as it measures the level of accessibility by each city resident. The City of 
Vancouver Park Board’s standard of maintaining the provision of parkland in the city is 2.75 acres 
per thousand people (Iniewska, 2008). The historical trends and patterns indicated that the City of 
Vancouver’s parkland per capita is higher than their official standards. However, there are serious 
concerns about the ability of the city to maintain the current standard as the parkland per a 1,000 
population has been reducing since 1891.  
The parkland per a 1,000 population has reduced from 84.0 acres in 1891 to 6.5 acres in 2011. 
This shows that the available parkland to city residents has been reducing since 1891 due to 
population growth which has serious implications on the ability of the City of Vancouver to 
maintain its standards and achieve its objectives of being among the world’s greenest cities.  Table 
4.7.1 shows the trends and patterns of park availability to city resident from 1891 to 2011.  
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Table 4.7.1-Population Park Ratio (1891 to 2011) 
Year Population 
Total Park Area 
(Acres) 
Park Acreage Per 
1,000 Population 
1891 13,709 1,151 84.0 
1941 275,353 2,540 9.2 
1966 410,375 3,030 7.3 
2011 603,502 3,904 6.5 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
4.8 Population Density and Park Development  
Harnik (2000) argues that urban parks must be considered in the context of a city’s population 
density. The World Bank (2014) defines population density as the number of people per square 
kilometer of land area. The population density helps in assessing the level of pressure on land 
resources in relation to population growth. The study showed that the higher the population, the 
higher the number of persons per square acre of land. The increase in the number of persons per 
square acre of land contributed to the increase in the pressure on land resources in the City of 
Vancouver.  
The study further indicated that the higher the number of persons per square acre, the lower the 
available park land per a 1,000 population. This shows that the increase in the pressure on land 
resources due to population growth is negatively related to the availability of land for park 
development. The number of people per square acre increased from 0.5 persons in 1891 to 22.11 
persons in 2011 while the available park land per 1000 population also decreased from 84 acres 
per 1000 population in 1891 to 6.5 acres per 1000 population in 2011 as shown in Table 4.7.1. 
This shows that population growth in the City of Vancouver has adversely affected the availability 
of land and park accessibility to city residents. There is, therefore, an overall relationship between 
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population growth, availability of land and availability of parkland. The ability of cities to develop  
and maintain more parks depends on the availability and cost of land. Table 4.8.1 shows the 
historical trends and patterns in the population density in the City of Vancouver from 1891 to 2011. 
Table 4.8.1-Historical Patterns and Trends in Population Density 
Year Population Land Area (Acres) Population Density 
1891 13,709 27,293 0.50 
1941 275,353 27,293 10.09 
1966 410,375 27,293 15.04 
2011 603,502 27,293 22.11 
Source: Statistics Canada 
4.9 Summary of Findings and Potential Contribution to our Knowledge of Park Planning 
and Management in the Canadian Context 
Cranz (1982) and Sherer (2003) have done extensive research on park history in the United States 
context. As discussed in the literature review, there is a major research gap in park history literature 
within the Canadian context. This study helps to address some of these gaps by assessing the Post-
World War II historical overview of park planning in the City of Vancouver. Garvin and Berens 
(1997) recommends that each generation, through its public and private sectors, must keep 
investing and reinvesting in its urban parks in order to ensure that the next generation has an 
environment worth preserving. The historical overview of urban parks helps academics, 
professional planners and policy makers to understand the nature, characteristics and the purpose 
of creating parks. This will serve as the basis for developing new parks and maintaining existing 
ones. The development of parks in the City of Vancouver since the 19th century has been 
approached from a multi-stakeholder perspective. Overall, the historical analysis in the 
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development of parks showed that there has been an increase in the number of physical structures 
on the various parks. The increase in recreational facilities on the parks has also contributed to the 
increase in the area of hard landscaping; thus, restricting the ecological functions of the parks.  
The size and number of parks developed depends on the availability and cost of land. The total 
park area developed during the Pre-World War II period was more than the total park area 
developed during the Post-World War II period. There was, however, an increase in the number 
of parks from the Pre-World War II to the Post-World War II era. The larger the area of park land, 
the more efficient its ecological function whilst an increase in the number of parks increases park 
accessibility.  
The results of the study also showed a relationship between the population park ratio and the 
population density. As the number of people per square acre increases, the population park ratio 
decreases. This indicates that population growth has adverse effects on the acreage of parkland 
available to city residents which reflect in the continuous decrease in the population park ratio. 
The historical trends in the development of parks in the City of Vancouver have implications for 
park value, funding, maintenance, and management. These will be discussed in detail in the next 
chapter which examines park planning and management in the City of Vancouver. The summary 
of the findings has been presented in Table 4.9.1. 
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Table 4.9.1-Summary of Findings and Recommendations (Evolution of Park Planning)  
Research Questions  What are the Post-World War II historical patterns and trends in park 
development in the City of Vancouver?  
 What are the implications of these patterns and trends to Contemporary 
Park planning and management? 
Findings of the Study  Pre-World War II development of parks involved a variety of stakeholders such 
as Park Wardens, Park Committee Members, Canadian Pacific Railway, and city 
residents. 
 30.91% of the total number of parks in the City of Vancouver was created before 
World War II. 
 69.09% of the total number of parks was developed in the Post-World War II 
era.  
 64.75% of the total park area in the city was created before World War II.  
 35.25% of the total park area was created in the Post-World War II era.  
 City expansion can limit the size of parks being created but not necessarily the 
number of parks being created. 
 The Post-World II era saw an increase in the social functions of the parks due to 
the creation of more recreational facilities. 
 The increase in the social function of the parks limited the ecological functions  
of the parks due to the increase in hard landscaping which adversely affected 
the total area of green spaces available in the parks. 
 Park funding shifted from the donation of land by individuals and companies to 
mostly the collection of user fees, taxes, financial donation, fund raising and the 
partnership funding model in the Post-World War II era.  
 The parkland per 1,000 population reduced from 84 acres in 1891 to 6.5 acres 
in 2011 
 The number of people per square acre increased from 0.5 persons in 1891 to 
22.11 persons per square acre in 2011.  
 The higher the number of persons per square acre, the lower the available park 
land per 1000 population.  
 There is a relationship between population growth, availability of land and 
availability of parkland.  
 The ability of cities to develop and maintain more parks depends on the 
availability and cost of land. 
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Recommendations  It is more feasible to measure the availability of parks to city residents based 
on both the number of parks and total park area available in order to promote 
park accessibility and ecological benefits.     
 The overall contribution of parks towards the achievement of ecological goals 
should be measured by calculating the difference between the total area of 
hard landscaping and green landscaping on the parks.  
 Parks that are developed purposely for promoting ecological goals should 
focus on creating a larger area of green spaces whilst limiting the social 
functions.  
 It is important for park administrators and policymakers to undertake 
environmental impact assessment before developing new physical and 
concrete structures on parks. 
 The strategies used for the management of parks must change with changes in 
the social, economic and environmental values towards the promotion of 
efficient park systems.  
 The limited availability of land and financial resources is a major barrier to the 
development of large parks such as Stanley Park in the Post-World War II era,  
Park administrators must, therefore, put in place measures to protect the 
ecological functions of these large parks for them to be able to perform their 
functions of conserving some elements of the country in the city.  
 Rapid population growth put pressure on land and financial resources; thus, 
adversely affecting the development of parks. The development of parks must, 
therefore, be approached from the perspective of environmental and social 
right which goes beyond short-term economic interests.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Theme Two: 
Examining the Urban Park Management Models in the City of Vancouver 
Using Semi-Structured Interviews and Documentary Sources of Information 
 
5.0 Introduction 
The management of urban centers becomes more complex as cities experience socio-economic 
and physical growth. The diversified nature of cities resulting from rapid population growth 
generally leads to a variety of competing interests. These competing interests make dealing with 
most urban issues such as the management of parks complex and costly; thus, the need to study 
some of the factors that influence the urban park management process. Park management is an 
important part of the park development process. The use of appropriate park management systems 
helps in formulating and implementing park policies and goals to meet the needs of park users. 
This chapter presents a discussion of literature relevant to urban park management systems. Also 
included in this chapter is an analysis of the past and contemporary park management approaches 
in the City of Vancouver.  
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5.1 Literature Review-Urban Park Management Models 
5.1.1 Introduction 
The review of the literature on urban park management models served as the theoretical basis for 
analyzing past and contemporary park management systems in the City of Vancouver and its 
implications to park development. The literature review discusses the processes, potentials, and 
challenges involved in the management of parks. These include discussions on issues such as 
funding, stakeholder consultation and factors influencing the park decision-making processes. 
Also, the various urban park management models as discussed by Glover and Burton (1998), 
Eagles (2009) and More (2005) have all been presented in this section.   
5.1.2 Background of Urban Park Management 
The continuous changes in the needs of park users have necessitated the need for new and 
innovative park management tools that will help meet the diverse needs of park users. Kearns and 
Paddison (2000) point out that city managers including park administrators are adopting new ways 
to be creative, access and utilize resources in order to meet the changing needs of the urban 
populations.  Some of these new and innovative ways in the planning and management of urban 
parks have helped in meeting the park needs of city residents whilst at the same time ensuring cost 
effectiveness.  
 
The planning and development of urban parks are influenced by effective and efficient park 
management practices. Phares (2004) supports this assertion by arguing that the governance of our 
cities strongly depends on an effective and efficient linkage between the present and future urban 
problems with a system of governance that is capable of managing these problems. Graham et al. 
(2003) define governance as the process whereby societies or organizations make important 
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decisions, identify whom to involve and determine the various accountability procedures. 
Generally, the management of parks is mostly influenced by existing governance structures put in 
place by city authorities. Eagles (2008) notes that urban park management occurs within the larger 
framework created by governance approaches towards the delivery of quality park services. The 
governance structure in cities determines the effectiveness in the delivery of park services. For 
example, effective governance structures lead to effective delivery of park services whilst weak 
government structure adversely affects the delivery of park services.  
 
Therefore, urban parks cannot perform their functional roles effectively without the relevant and 
appropriate governance structures. Dearden et al. (2005) note that creating more parks is not as 
important as ensuring that parks are governed and managed in an effective manner to produce the 
desired sustainable outcomes. The tools used in managing urban parks are sometimes more 
important than developing the park itself. This is because it is through the effective management 
of parks that we can achieve the goals and objectives of establishing the parks.  
 
The rapid expansion of cities has led to an increase in the level of competition among land uses; 
thus, making the management of urban parks more resource intensive and complex.  Kearns and 
Paddison (2000) observe that the growing complexity of social life has made the governance of 
our cities more difficult and complex. These complexities manifest themselves in the constant 
conflict between the social, environmental and economic functions of parks. There is a complex 
relationship between the economic progress of our cities, environmental protection, and urban 
governance. These interrelationships which could either be complementary or conflicting also 
contribute to the complexity in the management of park spaces in our cities.  
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These complex interrelationships can be addressed through the formulation of effective and 
efficient park policies. Therefore, the development of cities and management of important green 
infrastructures such as urban parks cannot be isolated from government policies. The policy 
direction of every city is determined by its priorities and immediate needs. The formulation and 
implementation of sustainable government policies translate into efficient cities which are socially 
acceptable, environmentally friendly and economically viable. Hall (2004) notes that public 
policy, governance processes and economic development work together in a complex, debatable 
and dynamic ways to help improve the living conditions of targeted population.  
 
In the area of park planning and management, public policy influences important areas such as 
park funding and the legal basis for stakeholder consultation. The decision on how much to be 
invested in the development and maintenance of parks, the type of parks to be built and which 
spaces in the city should be reserved for park development are all influenced by public policies. 
Policy regulations are normally used to protect urban parkland through development control while 
incentive policies are used to stimulate public/private/communal partnership in park development 
(Bengston et al., 2004). De Sousa (2003) notes that policy makers and planners in North America 
and Europe have been paying more attention to measures designed to foster sustainab le 
development and improve the quality of life in urban areas. However, the goals of sustainable city 
development cannot be achieved if extensive research is not conducted on urban park development 
and management processes involved.  
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Institutionally, the management of metropolitan regions tends to be more complex because of a 
large number of interdependent municipalities and different levels of municipal governments 
(Tomalty, 1997).  The efficient and effective management of urban parks in these metropolitan 
regions rely on the available institutional structures, especially at the local government level. These 
local government structures promote collaboration among various interest groups through 
consensus building and negotiations. Bish and Clemens (2008) argue that many political scientists 
and political philosophers emphasize the role of local government as a training ground for 
democracy. This training ground enables local citizens to develop skills in collective endeavors 
such as public participation and consensus building in the development and management of parks.  
 
The development and management of urban parks could either be centralized or decentralized. 
Centralized decision making normally remains at the top of the hierarchy whilst decentralized 
decisions are made at the local level. Erickson (2006) points out that local government directly 
influences projects within a single jurisdiction whilst centralized entities serve as an umbrella over 
multiple jurisdictions. The complex nature of managing the urban environment has necessitated 
the decentralization of authority which helps in the efficient management of resources, facilit ies, 
and services in cities.  
 
McCann (2003) argues that the reconfiguration of urban park governance recently entails the 
reshuffling of the locations of power among the institutions of the state, capital, and civil society. 
It also focuses on the opening up of the urban policy-making process to involve a wide range of 
stakeholders. Effective stakeholder participation promotes public ownership in the development 
and management of parks. Public ownership and management of urban parks involve investment 
in the development of parks by the government and the use of public institutional structures to 
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manage the parks. Mathur et al. (2007) refer to stakeholders as people who are affected by a 
development process. Their active engagement ensures that the project is sensitive and responsive 
to local context and needs; thus, ensuring the support of the intended beneficiaries. Stakeholders 
in urban park planning and management; therefore, refer to all groups and individuals who have 
an interest in urban park development and management processes. In the context of the City of 
Vancouver, the stakeholders in park planning and management include city residents, the City of 
Vancouver Park Board, City Councillors, park managers, and City Planners.   
 
The extent of stakeholder participation is crucial towards the attainment of good governance. This 
justifies the need to include the views of relevant interest groups in the urban park management 
process. Stewart (2006) asserts that to better explain the important components of good urban 
management systems, it may be helpful to imagine how collective decisions are made in large 
communities. The consultation process in the development and management of urban parks can 
promote or inhibit the implementation of park policies. For example, the multidisciplinary and 
multi-stakeholder nature of the park development and management process makes the decision-
making process complex and sometimes time-consuming. On the other hand, the broadening of 
the planning process helps to include the views of a wide range of stakeholders such as 
neighborhood organizations, environmental campaigners, advocates for the poor, and many other 
activist groups in the decision-making process (McCann, 2003).  
 
Generally, the interest of the stakeholders in the park development process is influenced by their 
value system. Lockwood (1999) observes that park values are instrumental in the effective 
functioning of our cities because parks are viewed as a means to achieve desired human outcomes 
such as recreational activities. The development of sustainable urban park management tools must 
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reflect the values, norms, and preferences of users and the community as a whole and this could 
be attained through the use of efficient and context specific public participation tools. Erickson 
(2006) supports this standpoint by arguing that decisions about urban management, allocation of 
scarce resources, the location of built public facilities and services must rely on societal norms 
about good and bad. The development and management of urban parks are influenced by diverse 
value systems because of its multifunctional nature. Pierre (1999) notes that the management 
processes of the urban environments are not value neutral but reflect and sustain political values 
beyond partisan conflict. Park values may result from direct human use or interaction with the park 
whilst other values may be achieved from a distance (Vedung, 1998).  
 
Lockwood (1999) categorizes park values into instrumental and functional values. Instrumenta l 
park values help in promoting the well-being of city residents. These park values include direct 
benefits derived by city residents from the use of parks. Functional park values, on the other hand, 
contribute to another value without the intervention of human consciousness. An example of such 
functional values is the provision of wildlife habitat (Lockwood, 1999). Lockwood (1999) further 
notes that functional values exist regardless of human awareness of them. These park values 
especially the functional ones are often neglected when assessing the economic benefits of parks; 
thus, leading to the underestimation of the true economic values of urban parks.   
 
Harnik (2000) attributes the lack of basic data as one of the reasons for the underfunding and 
under-valuing of city parks. The value of parks is underestimated because their benefits could be 
either direct or indirect. However, the assessment of park values is mostly based on the direct 
benefits whilst neglecting the indirect benefits which normally occur in the long-term. The 
distinction between use and non-use values is important to urban park theories (Vedung, 1998). 
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This also has implications for the development and management of urban parks. The value a city 
places on urban parks corresponds to the value that city places on urban park planning and 
management systems. The use of appropriate park management systems can influence the level of 
investment in the development and management of parks. The effectiveness in the development 
process and management of parks relies on the economic, social and environmental value the city 
places on urban parks.   
 
Overall, understanding the values of city residents and inculcating it in the park planning process 
helps in the effective implementation of park policies and programs. Implementation is an 
important part of the park planning process because it helps in the actualization of park policies, 
goals, and objectives. The planning process of urban parks not supported by effective 
implementation makes the process output a mere public document with no impact on societal well-
being. Brody and Highfield (2005) observe that planning scholars and practitioners continue to 
debate on the importance of tracking and measuring the implementation of adopted policies. This 
makes implementation a crucial part of the planning process because it translates formulated 
policies into reality to contribute to societal progress.  
 
5.1.3 Urban Park Management Models  
 
There are different models and approaches to park management. However, specific models are 
selected for particular geographic areas based on the institutional, economic and social set-up. The 
management of parks is mostly approached from a multi-stakeholder perspective and different 
authors have given their views on the various park management approaches and models. Glover 
and Burton (1998) present four main approaches to the management of recreation and tourism 
services in parks and protected areas. These management approaches include governmenta l 
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arrangements, cross section alliances, regulated monopolies, and divestiture. Glover and Burton 
(1998) describe the governmental model of park management as the provision of park services by 
public sector agencies. The governmental model has limited financial resources because the 
development and management of parks are funded solely by the government. The cross alliances 
model, on the other hand, entails a contractual relationship between the public sector agency and 
for-profit making organizations or not-for-profit organizations (Glover & Burton, 1998).  
 
This model helps in expanding the funding sources for the development and management of parks. 
However, management strategies such as user fees policies sometimes limit the use of parks to 
high-income earners. The regulated monopoly was defined by Glover and Burton (1998) as a park 
management model in which non-public organization is granted the monopoly to directly provide 
public services. The last model is the divestiture management model whereby public services, land 
or facilities are sold or leased to a profit making organization (Glover & Burton, 1998).  
 
More (2005) also proposed five main park management models namely: the fully public model, 
public utility model, outsourcing, private-non-profit and private-for-profit models.  In the fully 
public model, the operation of tourism and park services is managed by government agencies 
(More, 2005). The government according to More (2005), however, functions as a private 
corporation in the public utility model whilst the outsourcing model involves contracting some 
services to private companies. More (2005) further describes the private-non-profit ownership as 
parks owned and managed by non-governmental organizations. On the other hand, the private-for-
profit ownership model involves parks owned and operated by private corporations (More, 2005).  
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Eagles (2009) summarized all these conservation management strategies into eight park 
management models. The application of each of these park management models depends on the 
socio-economic context, the type of parks and the existing institutional and regulatory framework 
in the city. In practice, all these park management models are applicable to park management 
systems in the City of Vancouver. However, Eagles (2009) did not make provision for a hybrid 
model which combines all the elements of the various models discussed. This study will, therefore, 
propose a hybrid model that comprises of the elements of all the eight park management models 
proposed by Eagles (2009).  
 
The analysis of the past and present park management strategies in the City of Vancouver was 
based on Eagles’ (2009) eight park management models summarized in Table 5.1.3.1. Table 
5.1.3.1 also shows the strength and weakness of each of the models; thus, the hybrid model of park 
management helps in utilizing the combined strengths of individual models whilst at the same time 
addressing their weaknesses. The effective implementation of the hybrid model, however, depends 
on efficient legal and institutional framework with strong communal support.  
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Table 5.1.3.1-Park Management Models  
Park Management 
Model 
Strengths Weaknesses Ownership Source of 
Income 
Management 
Agency 
National Park 
Model 
Equity 
Rule of law 
Strategic vision 
Accountability 
Responsiveness 
Fiscal efficacy  
Transparency 
Government Societal Taxes Government 
 Agency 
Parastatal Model Consensus  
Fiscal Efficacy 
Participatory 
Responsiveness 
Rule of Law 
Strategic vision  
Accountability 
 Equity  
Transparency 
Government User Fees Government 
Owned 
Corporation 
Non-profit 
Organization Model 
Consensus 
Fiscal efficacy  
Participatory 
Equity 
Strategic vision 
Rule of Law 
Transparency 
Accountability  Non-profit 
Corporation 
Donations Non-profit 
Corporation 
Eco lodge Model Fiscal efficacy  
Strategic vision 
Responsiveness 
Accountability 
Consensus 
Equity 
Participatory 
Transparency 
For-profit 
Corporation 
User Fees For-profit 
Corporation 
Public and For-
profit Model 
Effectiveness 
Fiscal efficacy 
Rule of law  
Strategic vision 
Accountability 
Equity  
Transparency 
Government 
Ownership 
Hybrid of Public 
and Private 
Sources 
Hybrid of Public 
and Private 
Organizations 
Public and Non-
profit Model 
Accountability  
Consensus 
Equity 
Fiscal efficacy 
Rule of law 
Participatory  
Strategic vision 
Effectiveness 
Responsiveness 
Transparency 
 Government 
Ownership 
Public and Non-
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 Source: Eagles, 2009 
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5.1.4 Summary of Literature and Emerging Issues  
 
Urban parks are among the few urban infrastructures that promote the social well-being of city 
residents whilst at the same time generating economic opportunity and preserving the natura l 
environment. However, most city authorities do not identify parks as a form of urban 
infrastructure; thus, adversely affecting the level of investment in the development of parks. The 
difficulty in classifying urban parks in the right category of services affects the level of investment 
by city authorities in their development. Godbey et al. (2005) note that environmenta l, 
transportation, and public recreation policy and management practices must be considered in 
recreation and park research.  
 
The use of appropriate park management models helps to improve the efficiency of park facilit ies 
and services. The adoption of efficient park management practices leads to the generation of 
multiple sources of funds for the development of parks whilst at the same time putting in place 
measures to meet the diverse needs of city residents. In recent times, park administrators and policy 
makers are adopting a decentralized approach to the development and management of parks. This 
approach has helped in strengthening the level of participation in the park management process; 
thus, promoting some level of communal ownership among city residents. It must, however, be 
noted that the more decentralized the park management systems become; the more complex the 
process, therefore, making it more time-consuming and costly.  
 
Despite the importance of park management principles in the achievement of the sustainab ility 
goals of cities, the level of research in this area of urban planning has been minimal. This assertion 
is supported by Hanna (2006) who points out that the analysis and assessment of park governance 
and management models are limited.  Therefore, there is the need for more research in the area of 
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park management in order to help develop the theoretical basis for park management decision-
making processes. This will also provide the theoretical basis for addressing some of the challenges 
faced in the development and management of parks. The analysis of the Post-World War II park 
management strategies in the City of Vancouver was based on Eagles’ (2009) park management 
models discussed earlier. This aspect of the study is crucial to urban planning literature and urban 
park management because it will help assess the park management process in the City of 
Vancouver.  
5.2 Research Questions 
The formulation of the appropriate research questions was based on the research gaps on park 
management systems in the City of Vancouver. The following research questions were formulated 
in order help achieve the research goal of assessing the trends in urban park management 
approaches in the City of Vancouver.  
 How have the Post-World War II park management strategies adapted to the changing 
patterns of park development? 
 What are the future implications of managing parks to adapt to these changing patterns and 
trends? 
5.3 Research Hypothesis 
The research hypothesis which is a speculative statement on the outcome of this aspect of the study 
is as follows:  
 Park management strategies change with changes in park development patterns 
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5.4 Research Method and Sources of Information 
The data for this aspect of the study was obtained from both secondary and primary sources. The 
secondary sources relied on documentary data from the City of Vancouver and other policy 
documents relating to urban park development and management. The primary data was collected 
by interviewing key stakeholders involved in park management in the City of Vancouver. The 
involvement of the key stakeholders in the study helped in getting divergent views on the planning 
and management of urban parks. The interviews were particularly useful for getting the story 
behind a participants’ experiences (McNamara, 1999). Also, the qualitative research interview 
helped in describing the meanings of central themes that relates to park planning and management 
in the City of Vancouver (Kvale, 1996).  
Some of the stakeholders and interest groups with adequate experience in the urban park 
management systems in the City of Vancouver raised important issues which helped to inform the 
research findings. These stakeholders who were interviewed using the interview guide included 
two representatives of the City of Vancouver Park and Recreation Board, two City planners, two 
City Councillors and a representative of the City of Vancouver Revenue Services.  
Interviewees’ participation in this study was on a voluntary basis. For example, Parks Board 
members who took part in the interview volunteered to participate on behalf of the other members 
because of their busy schedules. The semi-structured questionnaires were mostly sent to the 
stakeholders by emails or delivered to their offices with a self-addressed envelope. The 
interviewees then filled the questionnaire and sent it back to the researcher either through email or 
regular mail. Some of the interviewees also opted for short phone interviews. The approach 
adopted by some of the stakeholders was to send some policy documents that they think represent 
their views on the issues raised on the interview guide.  
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Since the civic election to elect city councillors and park commissioners was held on November 
15, 2014, the campaign messages and press releases of some of the candidates were also used as a 
major source of information. For the purpose of anonymity, interviewees were not supposed to 
write anything on the questionnaire that will reveal their identity. The City of Vancouver 
information desk was used as the gatekeeper to help direct the researcher to the appropriate 
representatives of the various target departments. The contact information of the intervie w 
participants was also assessed from the City of Vancouver website. The City of Vancouver has a 
database of its employees and their expertise; therefore, using the city’s information desk as the 
gatekeeper helped in getting the right informants for the study.   
The snowball sampling method also helped in selecting some of the interview respondents. 
Snowball sampling is simply where research participants assist in determining other interview 
subjects. Katz (2006) defines snowball sampling as a special non-probability method for 
developing a research sample where existing subjects recruit future subjects from among 
acquaintances. Since snowball sampling is a non-random probability sampling technique, it is not 
statistically representative of the population under study. In the context of this research, the 
objective of the researcher was not to get a representative sample for this aspect of the study but 
rather a representation of the opinions of major stakeholder institutions. This goal was achieved 
because the researcher got responses from representatives from major stakeholders involved in the 
park planning process such as the City of Vancouver Park Board, City Councillors, City Planning 
Department, and the Revenue Service.  
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The advantages of using the semi-structured interviews included the degree of predetermined order 
whilst at the same time maintaining flexibility in the way issues are addressed by the informants  
(Dowling, 2010). Willis (2005) describes cognitive interviewing as a tool for improving 
questionnaire design by systematically developing interview guide through investigations that 
intensively probe the thought processes of interview participants. The interview guide helped in 
giving direction to the institutional interview whilst at the same time allowing respondents to give 
in-depth information on the issues being addressed. According to Dowling (2010), an interview 
guide is a list of general issues to be covered in the semi-structured interview. The interview guide 
has been presented in Appendix VII.   
This aspect of the study was very time consuming because most interviewees were too busy to 
respond on time. Apart from their normal busy schedules, most participants became busier due to 
the civic elections. The researcher addressed this major limitation by being as flexible as possible. 
Most of the interview guides were left at the offices of the interviewees with self-addressed 
envelopes and follow-up emails were sent once every two months to remind the respondents. Since 
the researcher was able to get responses from representatives of the major stakeholder institut ions 
involved in park planning, these problems did not adversely affect the findings of the study. The 
responses from the interviews were enough to validate and complement already existing 
information. The major issues the semi-structured interview seeks to address have been presented 
in Table 5.4.1.  
 
 
 
 110 
 
Table 5.4.1-Summary of Research Methods and Techniques  
Research Questions  How have the post-World War II park management strategies adapted 
to the changing patterns of park development? 
 What are the future implications of managing parks to adapt to these 
changing patterns and trends? 
Emerging Issues From 
Literature Review 
 Debates on ownership, management, and funding of urban parks continue to 
dominate within the public domain in Canada and across North America.  
 The extent of stakeholder participation is crucial towards the attainment of 
good governance. 
 Development of sustainable urban park management policies must reflect 
the values and norms of the community. 
 The value a city places on urban park is equivalent to the value that city 
places on urban park development and management.  
 Public ownership and management in urban parks involve investment in the 
development of parks by the government and the use of public institutional 
structures to manage the parks. 
 Development process of urban parks could either be centralized or 
decentralized 
 Available literature focuses on park policies and management plans mostly 
prepared by city authorities. 
What is missing  Limited literature on urban parks within the Canadian context. 
 The processes involved in the development of  urban parks  including how 
stakeholders are identified and involved and its relationship to park use and 
acceptability.  
 Literature on whether park development process is centralized or 
decentralized.  
 The need to critically assess the views and level of  involvement of 
stakeholders in the park planning process and  management  (Parks Board 
members, City Councillors, Park managers and employees,  City Planning 
Department and City Finance Department).  
What is Researchable  The adaptation of park management to the changing patterns of park 
development.  
Research Hypothesis   Park management strategies change with changes in park development 
patterns.  
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Specific Questions  What are the some of the post- World War II park management strategies? 
 What are some the successes and challenges? 
 How have current park management strategies adapted to the changing 
patterns of park development? 
 What are some of the challenges and opportunities of current management 
strategies? 
 What are the future implications of current park management strategies? 
Dependent Variables  Past  park management models 
 Present park management models 
 Adaptation to the changing patterns in park development.  
Independent Variables  Meeting the changing needs of park users 
 Park funding  
 Consultation 
 Park management challenges 
Type of Methods  Primary Data: face- to-face interview or mailing of the semi-structured 
questionnaire. (representatives of Park Board, City Council , and  City 
Planning Department) 
 Secondary Data Sources 
Justification of Methods  Content focused and deals directly with issues related to the research 
questions.  
 Organized and flexible questions.  
 Interview respondents can add additional information related to research 
objectives 
Specific Methods  Preparation of  interview guide  
 Pre-texting interview guide  
 Snowball sampling to select interview participants  
 Establishing contacts with respondents 
 Booking appointment with interviewees 
 Choose  the mode/location of the interview 
 Conducting interviews using interview guide 
Data Sources  Primary Data (using semi-structured questionnaires ) 
 Secondary Data (Document analysis of park management plans) 
Expected Data to Be 
Collected 
 Past management strategies 
 The successes and challenges of past management strategies 
 Present park management strategies 
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 How the current management strategies have adapted to the changing 
patterns in park development.  
 The challenges and potentials of  current park management strategies 
Data Analysis  Data collected will be in the form of the verbatim notes from interviews, 
transcribed recordings of interviews, the reflective notes of the researcher 
and summary notes from secondary data.  
 Data analysis will be done alongside data collection by categorizing the data 
under each stakeholder interviewed. 
 Data will be categorized and analyzed  based on themes  (meeting the 
changing needs of park users, participatory techniques, protection of park 
land, funding and citizen participation ) 
 Independent variables will be categorized under each dependent variable. 
 
5.5 Data Analysis 
The data collected was in the form of textual data and these were explored inductively using 
content analysis to generate categories and explanations (Pope et al., 2000). The information 
generated from the secondary data sources and semi-structured interviews produced a vast amount 
of data; thus, requiring a lot of time for analyses and interpretation. The data collected was in the 
form of the verbatim notes from interviews, the reflective notes of the researcher and summary 
notes from secondary data (Pope et al., 2000). Data analysis was done alongside data collection 
by categorizing the data under various themes. The themes were broadly categorized into past park 
management strategies, contemporary park management strategies and major challenges to park 
management. This facilitated the textual analysis thereby helping to come out with the relevant 
findings and conclusions.  
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5.6 Overview of the Local Governance System of British Columbia and the City of 
Vancouver 
The land for the development of parks in many Canadian cities was inherited from the Federal 
Government (Hinds, 1979). Hinds (1979) further points out that these inherited parklands were 
mostly former defense posts and training grounds for the military. Generally, the Canadian 
government both at the provincial and federal levels has been very instrumental in the 
transformation of Canadian cities and the development of parks. White (2013) argues that the 
progress and future of Canadian cities are closely linked with the fortunes and actions of 
governments. The sustainable management of cities, therefore, relies on the existence of 
appropriate governance structures and prudent policies.  
Campbell (2011) indicates that the creation of the Dominion Parks Branch in 1911 made Canada 
the first country in the world to establish an agency devoted to managing its national parks. The 
Dominion Parks Branch, now Parks Canada, manages over forty parks and reserves totaling over 
200,000 square kilometers (Campbell, 2011). The 1990’s, according to Hall (2004), witnessed a 
continuous devolution of programs and funding responsibilities from Ottawa to provinc ia l 
governments and from provincial governments to municipal and local service providers. This 
resulted in the decentralization of decision making to the grass roots.   
The Greater Vancouver Regional District which was created in 1967 represented a province-wide 
approach to governance in British Columbia (Artibise et al., 2004). Artibise et al. (2004) describe 
the Greater Vancouver Regional District as a multifunctional local government organiza t ion 
created to carry out municipal functions which go beyond individual municipalities due to financ ia l 
and geographic constraints. The Vancouver region consists of the City of Vancouver and other 
municipalities. The structure of governance in the Vancouver region includes twenty- two 
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municipalities whose primary responsibilities include land use regulations and local service 
provision (Horak & Young, 2012). Municipalities in British Columbia have powers in terms of 
land use decisions and tax policies. The provincial government in British Columbia, according to 
Hall (2004), nullified regional plans and returned land-use planning and regulations to 
municipalities and regional districts in the 1980s.   
Horak and Young (2012) also note that the City of Vancouver operates under its own charter which 
confers upon the city, broader policy and taxing powers.  Municipalities in British Columbia have 
maintained significant autonomy and power relative to other parts of Canada (Artibise et al., 2004). 
Horak and Young (2012) describe multilevel governance in the City of Vancouver in the context 
of complex divisions in responsibilities and powers between federal, provincial and local 
jurisdictions.  The city undertakes local services provision and land use management policies as 
its central administrative functions (Horak & Young, 2012). The Vancouver City Council which 
consists of the Mayor and ten Councillors, who are elected for a three-year term is responsible for 
providing policy guidance and directions to address both the present and future needs of the city 
(City of Vancouver, 2013).  
5.7 Governance and Background of the Vancouver Parks System 
The Greater Vancouver Regional District is responsible for managing regional parks beyond 
municipal jurisdictions.  The Greater Vancouver Regional District owns and maintains 25 major 
parks throughout the Lower Mainland, covering more than 11,000 hectares (Artibise et al., 2004). 
The scope of this study which focuses on the park systems in the City of Vancouver is within the 
municipal jurisdiction, consisting of parks that are managed by the City of Vancouver Park Board.  
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Policy decisions in the local government settings are made by the elected mayor and city 
councillors, who together comprise the council. The mayor and city councillors are supported by 
members of boards, commissions and committees, and administrators in the formulation and 
implementation of policy decisions (Bish & Clemens, 2008). The City of Vancouver is the only 
municipality in Canada with an elected Parks Board. The Parks Board consists of seven 
commissioners who are elected for a three-year term. The Vancouver Park Board which was 
formed in 1888 was originally responsible for managing Stanley Park. The Board is currently 
mandated to nurture, maintain, and develop approximately 220 public parks in the City of 
Vancouver (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). It currently performs its responsibilities through the 
delivery of sports and recreational programs, social and cultural activities, educational 
programming and special events (Vancouver Park Board, 2014). 
The City of Vancouver Parks and Recreation currently have 649 full-time staff (City of Vancouver 
Capital and Operating Budget, 2014). In terms of employment trends, the study showed that the 
number of regular full-time staff at the Vancouver Parks and Recreation increased in 2010. 
However, there has been a continuous decrease in the number of employees of the Vancouver 
Parks and Recreation from 2010 to 2014 (714 full-time staff in 2010 versus 649 full-time staff in 
2014). During the field visits, which will be discussed in detail in the next chapter, park users 
generally expressed concerns about the level of park maintenance. The level of maintenance of the 
gardens in Queen Elizabeth Park, according to some of the survey respondents has not been as 
effective as they used to be due to the continuous reduction in park maintenance staff. Generally, 
the employment trends shown in Figure 5.7.1 validates the concerns expressed by the survey 
respondents on the effect of the decrease in the number of park services staff on park maintenance.  
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 Source:  2013 and 2014 City of Vancouver Capital and Operating Budget  
5.8 Past Park Management Models in the City of Vancouver 
The development and management of parks in the City of Vancouver has been historica l ly 
approached from the multi-stakeholder perspective. The acquisition and development of Stanley 
Park were not influenced by any laid down policy framework but rather came into existence as a 
result of the availability of the Coal Peninsula Reserve (Hinds, 1979).  The Vancouver Park Board, 
which was originally the Parks Committee, has been managing the parks in the City of Vancouver 
since the creation of Stanley Park in 1888. In 1890, the City of Vancouver started the election of 
Park Commissioners (City of Vancouver Archives, 1997). The Parks Commission of the past and 
the Parks Board of today have been and are still in charge of the control and management of parks 
in the city. Community engagement in park planning and management enhances the socio-
economic value of the parks (Toronto Public Space Initiative, 2012). The historical overview of 
parks in the City of Vancouver showed that community residents participated in the development 
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of parks by contributing financially, donating land for park development and offering relief labor. 
The community associations also used undeveloped parklands for urban gardens and this reduced 
the level of safety issues posed by these undeveloped lands. This was done with the approval of 
the Parks Commission. Hinds (1979) argues that the development and management of parks in the 
City of Vancouver was influenced by the attitudes and values of the city residents at the time. Park 
development and management were also influenced by the ideas and influences from Britain and 
the American Coasts and the socio-political make-up of the city at that time manifesting in the role 
of civic society organizations in park planning and management (Hinds, 1979).  
Historically, the management of parks in the City of Vancouver generally involved public agencies 
such as the Park Commission and non-profit organizations such as community associations and 
civic society organizations. The contribution of public and private corporations such the Canadian 
Pacific Railway in the development of parks was also enormous. The Canadian Pacific Railway, 
for example, was directly involved in the sale of parklands to the Parks Board and sometimes 
donated lands for the development of parks. The historical overview of parks in the City of 
Vancouver further indicated that the provincial government also contributed to the development 
and management of parks through the donation of land and financial support.  
The land for the development of Hastens Park, for example, was acquired through grants from the 
provincial government in 1888. This model of park management based on the partnership between 
public and private corporations was referred to as the public-for-profit model by Eagles (2009). 
The park was owned by the government; in this case, the Parks Commission and financial support 
came from both the provincial government and the Canadian Pacific Railway. In conclusion, using 
Eagles’ (2009) models of park management, it can be said that the City of Vancouver has 
historically relied on a hybrid model in the development and management of parks. In as much as 
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Eagles (2009) never proposed a hybrid model in the management of parks, the findings of this 
study shows that the management of parks in the City of Vancouver has not been historica l ly 
approached by one particular model but rather a combination of the elements of some of the models 
proposed by Eagles (2009). During the Pre-World War II era, the development and management 
of parks in the City of Vancouver was approached through the combination of public-for-pro fit 
model and the public-non-profit model. However, these models were not strategically laid down 
to guide the development of parks but rather came along with the incremental development of 
parks in the City of Vancouver. Hinds (1979) notes that the City of Vancouver Park Board 
historically lacked park development policies; thus, the initial development of parks in the city was 
guided by the instinctive desire for naturalistic parks by the city residents. Table 5.8.1 presents a 
summary of the application of Eagles (2009) park management models within the context of past 
park management strategies in the City of Vancouver. 
Table 5.8.1 –Summary Past Park Management Models in the City of Vancouver 
Park Management Model Description Contextual Application to Past Park 
Management Strategies 
Public and for-profit model Government ownership of park 
resources with management and finance 
undertaken by both public and private 
agencies 
Park resources owned by the 
government, parks managed by the 
Parks Commission and financial support 
coming from the provincial government 
and the Canadian Pacific Railways 
Public and non-profit model Government ownership of park 
resources with management and finance 
undertaken by both public and non-
profit entities 
Government owned the park resources, 
managed by the Parks 
Commission/Committee/Board and 
managerial and financial support 
coming from community residents and 
community associations.  
Note: Historically, the City of Vancouver operated a hybrid of these two park management models proposed by 
Eagles (2009).  
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5.9 Contemporary Park Management Models in the City of Vancouver 
Similar to the historical approach to park management, the contemporary park management system 
of the City of Vancouver still relies on the hybrid model. However, there is a major shift in the 
roles and level of participation of the actors involved in the process. Generally, the number of 
stakeholders involved in the planning and management of the current parks system has increased 
and become more diversified. There has been the inclusion of emerging stakeholders such 
developers and other private entities. In terms of donations, the role of community residents and 
community associations has shifted to a more participatory role. The residents of the city and 
community associations now engage more in stakeholder consultation than donations. The 
reduction in donation and increase in demand for park services have necessitated the need for 
additional sources of revenue such as taxes, user fees and the Local Improvement Bylaw.  
In addition to the hybrid of the public-for-profit model and the public-non-profit models of park 
management, the contemporary park management approach includes the elements of the national 
park model and the parastatal models. This is as a result of the need for the expansion of park 
revenue generations through user fees and the active involvement of the private sector. Table 5.9.1 
presents the application of Eagles’ (2009) park management models to the contemporary park 
management system in the City of Vancouver.  
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Table 5.9.1-Contemporary Park Management Models in the City of Vancouver 
Park Management Models  Description Contextual Application to Current Park 
Management Strategies 
Public and for-profit model Government ownership of park 
resources with management and finance 
undertaken by both public and private 
agencies. 
Park resources are owned by the 
government managed by the Parks Board 
and financial support from developers and 
the City of Vancouver.  
Public and non-profit model Government ownership of park 
resources with management and finance 
undertaken by both public and non-
profit entities. 
Park owned and managed by the Parks 
Board and funding coming from non-profit 
entities such as Nature Vancouver and Hi-
Vancouver Jericho Beach. 
National Park Model  The government has ownership of park 
resources, with funding coming from 
societal taxes and a government agency 
as the manager. 
Government ownership of parks, 
management by the parks board and 
funding from societal taxes such as the 
development cost charges. 
Parastatal Model Government ownership of resources 
with a large proportion of funding 
coming from user fees and government-
owned corporation as the manager. 
Bloedel Conservatory in Queen Elizabeth 
Park operated by the Vancouver Parks 
Board with funding coming through user 
fees. 
 
5.9.1 Post-World War II Park Management Strategies  
Park management strategies continue to change in response to the changing needs and values of 
park users. Some of the issues addressed by interviewees include assessing the demand for parks; 
putting measures in place to meet the diversifying park needs of the population; adopting extensive 
consultation processes and funding the development and management of parks from a variety of 
options. Generally, interviewees attributed the changing demographics of the City of Vancouver 
as the major factor influencing changes in park management strategies in the Post-World War II 
era. An interview respondent, for example, cited the fact that “the City of Vancouver is currently 
more diverse in the Post World War II era and that has influenced the changes in park management 
strategies”.  
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Another major factor that has influenced the changes in park policies from the perspective of the 
interviewees was the current emphasis on ecology and the need for urban habitat for wildlife and 
birds. Interviewees also cited other factors such as better understanding of environmental science 
among scientists and parks managers, increasing importance of the use of public transit to access 
park facilities and higher expectations of public engagement. In terms of funding, interviewees 
attributed the shift from provincial and federal funding towards lower rates of taxation for park 
development as a major characteristic of contemporary park management strategies. An interview 
respondent, for example, cited the amendment of the Vancouver Charter in 1991 to allow for 
development cost levies for the funding of park development.  
The assessment of the needs of park users is an important part of the park planning process. From 
the interviews, the park need assessment process was described as an ongoing process which 
changes based on changes in demography, value systems, and new interests for recreation. 
Generally, interview respondents highlighted the importance of using demographic data in 
assessing the needs of park users. According to an interviewee, “the use of census data helps in 
determining the level of diversity in the city which serves as the basis for determining the park 
needs”. The interviewees also pointed out the importance of community plans in helping to identify 
the park needs of city residents. For example, an interview respondent talked about the role of the 
1980 Parks Master Plan in the identification of park-deficient neighborhoods.  
The interview also showed the important role public consultation plays in assessing the park needs 
of city residents. An interviewee described public consultation before the 1970s as a very modest 
one whilst the post-1970s consultation was described as more extensive. Interviewees 
acknowledged the role of new technology such as social media in facilitating the consultat ion 
process. An interviewee respondent assessed the transitions in public engagement by pointing out 
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that “presently, there are high expectations of public engagement among city residents than in the 
past”.  As discussed earlier, researchers such as Erickson (2006) talked about the importance of 
managing the urban environment based on societal norms, values, and needs. Interviewees justified 
this theoretical standpoint by showing how park management strategies have been responding to 
some of the major issues in the city. An interview respondent, for example, raised the issue of 
“how high crime rates in the 1980s and 1990s made security an important part of the park planning 
process”.  
The City of Vancouver Park Board is in charge of providing key services such as recreational 
facilities, recreational programming and access to parks and green spaces (City of Vancouver 
Operating Budget, 2014). These services are delivered through a variety of funding sources and 
extensive stakeholder participation such as the partnership between civic society organizations, 
public and private organizations. The interview respondents pointed out the changing and more 
diverse funding options in the Post World War II era. An interviewee gave an example on the use 
of development contributions such as community amenity contributions and development cost 
levies to fund the development of parks.  
Also, the roles of non-profit organizations operating within parks (Vancouver Aquarium) and 
businesses operating within parks (the Boathouse in Kits Beach) were seen by some interviewees 
as important means of creating income generation options. These funding options have contributed 
to the increasing park revenue generation. For example, the documentary analysis indicated that 
there has been a marginal increase of 0.09% in park expenditure from 2009 to 2014. However, the 
total revenue generated from park services increased by 12.43% from 2009 to 2013 (City of 
Vancouver Operating Budget, 2014). Historically, cities invested in the development of parks 
without expecting financial returns on the investments. The increase in parks revenue in the City 
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of Vancouver indicates that the contemporary park management models in the city do not only 
focus on parks as a public good but also parks as a means of revenue generation. The budgetary 
trends of the City of Vancouver Parks and Recreation from 2009 to 2014 have been presented in 
Table 5.9.1.1. 
Table 5.9.1.1-Budgetary Trends of the City of Vancouver Parks and Recreation (2009 to 
2014) 
Year  Total Revenue 
($ million) 
Total 
Expenditures 
($ million) 
Budget 
Deficit 
Net Operating 
Budget 
($ million) 
Capital Budget 
($ million) 
2009 39.1 99.6 60.5 60.5 31.0 
2010 42.1 101.4 59.3 59.3 103.3 
2011 47.5 103.1 55.6 55.6 52.8 
2012 47.9 103.8 55.9 55.9 18.7 
2013 48.6 105.9 57.3 57.3 20.2 
2014(Proposed) 50.2 108.2 58 58.0 19.3 
Source:  2013 and 2014 City of Vancouver Capital and Operating Budget  
Despite the increase in revenue generation from park services in the City of Vancouver, the level 
of park expenditure continues to exceed the revenue generated; thus, indicating a continuous 
budget deficit in park investments since 2009. However, the level of the budgetary deficit has been 
reducing with the lowest budget deficit being in 2011. The overall benefits of parks cannot be 
feasibly assessed based on cost-benefit analysis. Therefore, park researchers and administra tors 
cannot assess the return on investment in parks in the City of Vancouver based on only the trends 
in budget deficits. The amount of revenue generated by parks is greatly underestimated because of 
the unavailability of effective tools to assess the indirect contributions of parks. The social 
contributions of parks, for example, cannot be financially quantified to assess its overall benefits.  
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Also, benefits such as the contribution of parks to the economy of Vancouver through tourism 
have not been financially quantified to be included in the revenue generated from park services. 
There is, therefore, the need for further studies on how to financially quantify some of the indirect 
benefits of park services in order to effectively assess park revenue and overall contributions. The 
trends in the budgetary deficits have been presented in Figure 5.9.1.1. 
 
 Source:  2013 and 2014 City of Vancouver Capital and Operating Budget  
 
5.9.2 Challenges of the City of Vancouver Park Management System 
The major issue confronting the development and management of parks in the City of Vancouver 
as indicated by more than 50% of the interview respondents was funding. An interviewee, for 
example, cited that “money has always been a problem to park development as there is pressure 
on city budget to address other needs of city residents such as affordable housing and road 
construction”. Apart from the limited financial resources, there are also policies in place to cut cost 
in the area of parks services in the City of Vancouver. The City of Vancouver’s net debt increased 
by about 8% in the 2009-2010 fiscal years. This has resulted in a $5.2 million budgetary cut to 
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Figure 5.9.1.1-Vancouver Parks and Recreations Budget Deficit 
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parks and recreation operating budget since 2009. The budgetary cuts led to the shutdown of 
Stanley Park Shuttle and children’s farmyard. It has also adversely affected services such as 
mowing of grass in some parks and boulevards. The Toronto Public Space Initiative (2012) 
explains this management scenario by arguing that in times of fiscal cutbacks, funding for park 
maintenance is the first to be cut and this adversely affects the quality of park services. An 
interview respondent, for instance, described the funding problem as “a situation where there is 
continuous increase in the demand for park services but limited funding options”.  
The process of consulting interest groups in park planning and management is highly benefic ia l 
but not without its own challenges. This, therefore, implies that the consultation process enriches 
the park management process but sometimes serves as a major limitation due to unnecessary delays 
and tensions. The diverse population in the City of Vancouver has resulted in major social changes. 
The expectations of stakeholders in the consultation process among city residents continue to 
increase. The important role played by city residents and community associations in the 
development of parks in the City of Vancouver historically, has also created a strong park value 
system among the city residents. This has created a strong interest in the development and 
management of parks among city residents.  
The level of stakeholder consultation in the park management process continue to be more 
complex; thus, adversely affecting the effective management of parks. There continues to be 
conflicts between the Vancouver Park Board, city residents, community associations and other 
stakeholders in the consultation process. For example, the Vancouver Park Board’s plan of 
separating the bike lane through Kitsilano Park at a cost of $2.2 million was opposed by some city 
residents. Additionally, a press statement released by the Friends of Hastings Park in 2013, showed 
a strong opposition to the city’s policy in using the profit generation model in managing Hastens 
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Park. There is currently an ongoing legal battle over the control of community centers between the 
Vancouver Park Board and the six community associations. The community associations are 
opposed to the new Joint Operating Agreement proposed by the Parks Board. A current member 
of the City of Vancouver Park Board described the situation as an “atmosphere which has been 
toxic from the start with mistrust from the community associations and entrenched position from 
the Parks Board”. These practical examples of some of the conflicts in the consultation process 
show how complex the park decision-making process has become.  
The pressure on available land resources in the City of Vancouver continues to increase due to the 
demographic and economic expansion of the city. This has resulted in an increase in the level of 
competition among various land uses; thus, increasing the cost of land and overall cost of 
developing parks. There is also an enormous pressure on the conversion of parklands for other 
land uses. The City of Vancouver, for instance, proposed that 20% of Langara Golf Course was to 
be transformed into residential development in an attempt to promote affordable housing. This is 
a practical example of sacrificing parks for density in the face of competing land uses.   
5.9.3 Recommendations  
Interviewees gave some recommendations that can help address some of the challenges discussed 
above and also help improve the park management system in the City of Vancouver. Interviewees 
highlighted the need for the City of Vancouver to site park spaces based on need, public interest, 
and population.  Also, some interviewees recommended that the development of parks should be 
concentrated in dense urban areas such as downtown and False Creek North in order to make these 
areas more liveable. The interview respondents saw the need for green space to make dense, 
apartment-dominated areas liveable (parks in the downtown area). In terms of funding, 
interviewees saw the public-private partnership model as the best management model that will 
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help generate financial resources for park development in the City of Vancouver. An interview 
respondent, for example, pointed out that “the city needs to maintain ownership of parks, but 
renting out land to private entities such as restaurants in key locations can help generate financ ia l 
resources for the city”. Whilst some park researchers, policymakers, and administrators are 
worried about the impact of rapid urban development on parks, some interviewees rather saw the 
fast rate of development as means of generating financial resources for park acquisition through 
development cost levies. Overall, interview respondents were impressed with the level of 
community support for the development, management and protection of parks in the City of 
Vancouver. An interviewee pointed out that “there is currently an increase in the desire among city 
residents to interact and be consulted in the park decision-making process”.  
 
Some interviewees believed that political accountability will serve as the catalyst for effective 
public consultation in the City of Vancouver. Interview respondents acknowledged the use of 
social media as a public consultation tool in the park decision-making process; however, the need 
for its intensification was recommended. Generally, interviewees recommended extensive 
consultation with city residents, businesses, youth in their schools and other community-based 
groups in the park planning and management process. Some other recommendations made by the 
interviewees include: 
 housing in the City of Vancouver is very expensive, therefore, most people can’t afford a house 
with a yard, so park space becomes very important for residents without a yard;  
 most of the residential growth in Vancouver is in apartments, therefore, the need for parks to 
be included near such structural developments is very important as apartments don’t have 
backyards;  
 the City of Vancouver has a pretty good park system, however, there are still some lessons to 
be learned from the City of San Diego on the role of non-profit organizations in park 
development and management (Balboa Park);  
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 there is currently the need to improve accessibility on parks due to an ageing population; and  
 there is the need for more use of volunteers for park maintenance. 
 
In summary, the demographic and socio-economic changes during the Post-World War II era have 
led to major changes in park management approaches. For the purpose of this study, these changes 
were categorized into factors affecting park planning and management, parks need assessment, 
funding options for park development, stakeholder consultation and siting of parks. The summary 
of the responses from the interview has been shown in Table 5.9.3.1. 
 
Table 5.9.3.1-Post World War II Park Management Strategies in the City of Vancouver 
Categories Description 
 
Factors that influence changes in Park 
management 
 Availability of Funds 
 Priority placed on parks versus other public amenities 
 Demographic changes and values (diversifying population) 
 Emphasis on Ecological Issues 
 Technology  
 Community acceptability and cooperation 
Parks Needs Assessment  Currently on-going  
 1980 Park Master Plan (identified park-deficient neighborhoods) 
 Greenest City Goals 
Funding for Park Development and 
Management 
 Public amenity package associated with development (1980 negotiation with 
CPR and Concord Pacific). 
 Amendment of Vancouver charter to allow development cost levies in 1991 
 Community amenity contribution as part of rezoning 
 Capital Plan 
 Park Impact Fee Program 
 Movement from provincial and federal funding towards lower rates of taxation 
Stakeholder Consultation  Shift from modest consultation in the 1970s to extensive consultation 
 increased interest in environmental issues 
 Workshops and meetings with area residents, community association, and 
businesses 
 Consulting with youth in schools 
 Parks board meeting open to public 
 New modes of consultation (Parks Board website and social media) 
Siting of Parks  Based on need and availability of land 
 Public interest 
 Respond to population growth 
 Prioritization of waterfront parks and making sure they are publicly owned 
 Parks are located in dense parts of the city such as downtown 
 Movement of residential growth 
 129 
 
 Increasing importance of public transit to access park services 
Specific Needs Addressed  New interests in recreation example skateboarding and rollerblading 
 After school care and activities in open spaces  
 Increase interest in fitness 
 Appreciating nature and sustainability 
 Spiritual transcendence  
Source: Parks Management Interview, 2015 
 
5.10 Summary of Findings and Potential Contribution to our Knowledge of Park Planning 
and Management in the Canadian Context 
Park management decisions are sometimes made based on lessons from past park management 
decisions for the benefit of present and future generations. This part of the study provides the 
theoretical basis for assessing both the past and contemporary park management decisions in the 
City of Vancouver. The provision of urban parks and their sustainable management relies on the 
existence of appropriate policies and management strategies (Hall, 2004; Bengston et al., 2004; 
Dearden, et al., 2005).  
The management of parks in the City of Vancouver is currently based on the hybrid model which 
effectively combines both public and private oriented approaches. Historically, the parks system 
in the city was managed through the hybrid of the public-for-profit model and public-non-pro fit 
models of park management. However, the contemporary park management approach has included 
the elements of the national park and parastatal models to the already existing models to meet the 
changing park needs. The involvement of relevant stakeholders in the urban park planning process 
is as important as the benefits derived from the use of the parks. Therefore, there is an urgent need 
to move stakeholder participation from rhetoric to practicality to ensure the active involvement of 
all relevant stakeholders in the planning process. This will promote the overall acceptance of 
implemented policies and the maximization of benefits for societal well-being.  
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Stakeholder participation in the planning process is a complex, costly and time-consuming 
exercise.  The Parks Board system is an effective model of park management. However, the level 
of efficiency can be improved if the Vancouver Park Board builds more collaboration with other 
stakeholders such as the research community, City Planning Department, City Councillors and all 
the broad range of stakeholders who have an interest in park planning and management. The 
objective of adopting a suitable park management model is to improve the park services rendered 
to park users. There is, therefore, the need to understand the behavior, characteristics, and opinions 
of these parks users. The next chapter analyzes the demographic characteristics of the parks users 
and how that relates to the activities they undertake in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. The 
summary of the findings has been presented in Table 5.10.1. 
Table 5.10.1-Summary of Findings and Recommendations (Urban Park Management 
Models) 
Research Questions  How have the Post-World War II park management strategies adapted to the 
changing patterns of park development? 
 What are the future implications of managing parks to adapt to these changing 
patterns and trends?  
Findings of the  Study  Historically, the management of parks in the City of Vancouver has been approached 
using the hybrid model of park management. 
 During the Pre-World War II era, the management of parks in the city involved public 
agencies such as the Park Commission and non-profit organizations such as 
community associations. 
 Community residents historically participated in the development of parks by 
contributing financially, donating land for park development and offering labour.  
 In the Post-World War II era, the management of parks was approached using the 
hybrid model; however, there is a major shift in the roles and level of involvement of 
the actors engaged in the process. 
 The number of stakeholders involved in the process has increased and become more 
diversified with emerging stakeholders such as developers.  
 The role of community residents and community associations has now shifted from 
donations to a more participatory role.  
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 The increasing demand for park facilities and the continuous reduction in the level of 
donations has necessitated the need for more funding options such as taxes, user fees 
and the Local Improvement Bylaw.  
 The demographic and socio-economic changes in City of Vancouver during the Post-
World War II era has led to major changes in the park management approaches such 
as extensive stakeholder consultation.  
 The total revenue generated from park services in the City of Vancouver increased by 
12.43% from 2009 to 2013.  
 The contemporary park management model does not only focus on parks a public good 
but also park as means of revenue generation.  
 Despite the increase in park revenue, the level of park expenditure continues to exceed 
the amount of revenue generated; thus, indicating a continuous budget deficit since 
2009.  
 The amount of revenue generated by parks is greatly underestimated because of the 
unavailability of effective and efficient tools to assess the indirect benefits of parks. 
 There has been a continuous decrease in the number of employees of the Vancouver 
Parks and Recreation from 2010 to 2014 (714 full-time employees in 2010 to 649 full-
time employees in 2014). 
 Budgetary cuts have adversely affected the operations of park services.  
 In as much as the stakeholder consultation process enriches the park management 
process, sometimes it causes delays in the implementation of park management 
decisions.  
 There is enormous pressure on the conversion of parklands for other land uses (20% 
of the Langara Golf Course was to be transformed into residential development). 
Recommendation   The overall benefits of parks cannot be feasibly assessed using cost benefits analysis 
because there are a lot of park benefits that have not been financially quantified.  
 There is the need for further studies on how to financially quantify some of the indirect 
benefits of park services.  
 The level of investment in parks should not be based on the vibrancy of the economic 
systems; park investment should be based on the principle of environmental and social 
right.  
 There is the urgent need to move stakeholder consultation from rhetoric to practicality 
to ensure the active involvement of relevant stakeholders in the park planning process.  
 Park administrators and managers should build more collaboration with other 
stakeholders such as the research community, City Planning Department, and City 
Councillors.  
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CHAPTER SIX 
Theme Three-Part One: 
Background of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park User Characteristics: 
Structured Questionnaires, Observation, and Photography. 
 
6.0 Introduction 
The ability for urban parks to attract more people relies on studies that can help to better understand 
the characteristics of park visitors (Veitch et al., 2015). Therefore, there is a need for park 
administrators and policy makers to consider how the demographic characteristics of park users 
relate to park based user activities. This chapter which is the first part of the assessment of park 
user characteristics presents the background of the third theme of the study. The next chapter also 
addresses the research questions of this theme by assessing the relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of park users and park based user activities in Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park. The review of relevant literature related to park use and user characteristics is 
discussed in this chapter. Finally, this chapter presents the univariate analysis of the demographic 
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characteristics of park users for each of the study parks using tables and figures. Learning about 
park use and user characteristics will help in understanding the user preferences based on their 
demographic characteristics; thus, providing the theoretical basis for urban park policy formula t ion 
and management. The value cities place on urban parks depends on the intensity of park use which 
can only be ascertained through the analysis of park use and user characteristics. Also, the 
changing roles of urban parks, to cover a wider range of functions, have made the study of park 
use and user characteristics necessary for the advancement of knowledge and contribution to policy 
decisions. This will help improve existing park literature and also inform park management 
strategies and decision-making processes.  
6.1 Literature Review-Urban Park Use and User Characteristics 
6.1.1 Introduction  
Urban parks are used by a variety of users with diverse socio-economic characteristics. This makes 
the planning, development, and management of parks a complex process. The user groups of parks 
for large cities can be very heterogeneous; thus, the need to understand and respond to their diverse 
needs (Gobster, 2002). The needs and preferences of all these diverse user groups have to be 
considered in the park planning and development process. The literature review served as the 
theoretical basis for analyzing the relationship between the demographic characteristics of park 
users and park user activities. The review helped in identifying the gaps in park literature on park 
use and user characteristics. The literature review comprises of literature relating to park use and 
user characteristics.  
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6.1.2 Background of Park Use and User Characteristics 
The demand for urban green spaces continues to increase as the living conditions in cities continue 
to deteriorate. The increase in the demand for green spaces is mostly stimulated by rapid urban 
and suburban growth (Kemperman & Timmermans, 2005). Despite the enormous benefits derived 
from the use of urban parks, there is limited research in the Canadian context especially in the area 
of assessing the relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and intens ity 
of park use.  
Researchers such as Field (2000), Scott (1997) and Gobster (2002) have done extensive studies on 
assessing the relationship between leisure behavior and park use. Field (2000) found that time and 
space are important variables that help in explaining the regularity of social behavior in parks. The 
study conducted by Scott (1997) indicated that there is an association between the activities of 
park users and the time of the day, day of the week, and season of the year. The research conducted 
by Gobster (2002) also showed that minority park users came in family oriented groups compared 
to park users who are White.  
Additionally, Payne et al. (2002) examined the relationship between age, race, location and park 
preference and behavior. The study showed that Blacks are less likely to prefer nature-based 
opportunities.  Furthermore, Kemperman and Timmermans (2005) conducted a study on the 
intensity of park use by various age groups. The results of the study indicated that age significantly 
affects park choice and behavior. Generally, these studies were restricted to the prediction of the 
urban park user patterns for various age groups. This research, on the other hand, did not only 
focus on the demographic characteristics of park users but also assessed the relationship between 
the demographic characteristics of the park users and park based user activities.  
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McCormack et al. (2014) note that many characteristics of urban parks have been linked to the 
pattern of physical activity. The study of park use and user characteristics helps in understanding 
the user preferences; thus, providing the intellectual basis for urban park policy formulation and 
management. The development of urban parks is mostly influenced by factors such as 
demographic characteristics of park users, type of park activities and the pattern of activit ies 
(McCormack et al., 2014).  The research will contribute immensely to urban park literature by 
assessing how demographic characteristics influence specific park activities.  
Hayward and Weitzer (1984) describe urban parks as a unique setting within the urban landscape 
that provides space for physical activities, social interaction, and nature conservation. The 
contemporary use of urban parks has moved beyond recreation and pleasure to help attain broader 
sustainability goals. The attainment of sustainable city development can only be realized if the 
functional roles of cities effectively cover economic development, social progress, and 
environmental protection. The development of urban parks is crucial towards the achievement of 
the complex goal of achieving sustainability in our cities.  
Bish and Clemens (2008) observe that parks and recreation services have now become one of the 
largest sources of expenditures for many municipalities and regional districts, and are often heavily 
subsidized by property tax revenues. The importance of parks in our cities is justified by the high 
level of investment in their development and management. The level of investment in the 
development of parks is mostly based on the value city authorities and residents place on parks. 
Therefore, the level of investment in the development of parks varies from city to city. Garvin and 
Berens (1997) justify the investment in the development of parks by arguing that judicious public 
spending on park development stimulates widespread and sustained private investment, alters 
settlement patterns, encourages social interaction and reshapes the very character of daily life. 
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Overall, the growing interests in the development of parks have not influenced the level of research 
on park systems and green space development. Chiesura (2003) argues that less scientific and 
political attention is being paid to the type of nature close to where people live and work and their 
benefits to urban dwellers compared to other issues such as crime and the economy. Therefore, 
there is the need for researchers to study park use and user characteristics which have implicat ions 
for park planning and management.  
Park users could be classified as either direct or indirect users. Direct park users are those who use 
the physical space of the park for active recreation and other social activities. Indirect park users, 
on the other hand, benefit from the existence of parks without directly using the physical space. 
The indirect park benefits are mostly in the form of environmental and aesthetic benefits. Some of 
the indirect environmental benefits of parks include purification of the air by the greeneries in the 
park through the absorption of carbon dioxide and the release of oxygen.  
Kitchen and Hendon (1967), on the other hand, classified the economic benefits of urban parks 
into primary and secondary benefits. The primary benefits are those which accrue directly to the 
user while the indirect benefits are the impacts of the primary benefits resulting from recreational 
development such as the increase in taxes (Kitchen & Hendon, 1967).The creation of parks either 
for environmental, social or economic purposes are human-centered. This is because the benefits 
derived from the park go a long way to improving the living conditions of city dwellers either 
being direct or indirect.  
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6.1.3 Urban Park Usage and Benefits 
The provision of urban parks within cities rests largely on professional assumptions about its 
significance on the lives of residents (Burgess et al., 1988). These professional assumptions can 
be made by conducting intensive research on park use and the characteristics of the users. The 
social and cultural values of urban parks according to Thompson (2002) include attitudes towards 
nature and the desire to be in contact with it. An urban park can create a sense of place, a landmark 
and a community focal point which may increase property values and create incentives for 
development (Garvin & Berens, 1997).  
Park spaces play multiple roles in making cities more sustainable and these include ecological, 
social and economic benefits (Byrne & Sipe, 2010). The true value of urban parks can be assessed 
and the justification for their development can only be made through a critical analysis of these 
benefits. The multifunctional nature of parks has necessitated the need for the involvement of wide 
range of interest groups in their planning and management.  Urban park user groups for large cities 
can be very heterogeneous; thus, the need to understand and respond to their diverse needs 
(Gobster, 2002).  
The development of parks as a means of preserving land in cities is an effective way of benefit ing 
from future increases in the value of land. The aesthetics of a neighborhood can be improved 
through the provision of parks; thus, helping to increase the real estate values of such 
neighborhoods.  Real estate surveys according to Home et al. (2007) indicate that natural open 
spaces with walking and biking paths are among the top four most desirable features in a residentia l 
neighborhood. Urban parks and other green spaces in close proximity to housing can reduce 
residential heating and cooling costs by 12% on the average (Home et al., 2007).  
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The benefits of urban parks make their study relevant to societal well-being and academic progress. 
The multi-dimensional nature of the use and management of urban parks makes their planning 
process more complex, as the interest of all the diverse stakeholders should be considered in the 
urban park policy formulation process. There is constant conflict between the economic use of 
urban land for private sector development and the environmental interest of using these limited 
land resources for urban park development. The consideration of these interests during the 
formulation and implementation of urban park development policies makes the process more 
complicated, costly, and time-consuming and sometimes adversely affects the protection of the 
natural environment in our cities. The benefits derived from the use of urban parks could be 
discussed from the ecological, social and economic perspectives.  
6.1.3.1 Contemporary Urban Park Use and Ecological Benefits  
According to Bowler (2010), urban greening has been proposed as one approach to mitigate the 
human health consequences of increased temperatures resulting from climate change. Urban parks 
help in maintaining the biodiversity of the urban environment. Alvey (2006) argues that preserving 
biodiversity should also be an important goal in the urban environment, especially in highly 
urbanized areas where little natural habitats remain. Parks provide many ecosystem benefits, such 
as regulating ambient temperatures, filtering air, reducing noise, sequestering carbon and 
absorbing storm-water (Byrne & Sipe, 2010).   
The presence of parks in urban areas has a lot of health benefits; thus, making their uses relevant 
to medical disciplines such as psychology and human biology.  The possible benefits of contact 
with nature, according to environmental psychologists, indicates that human contact with nature is 
fundamental to human health and well-being (Ozguner & Kendle, 2006). These benefits of urban 
parks indicate the multi-dimensional benefits derived from the use of parks. This implies that the 
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findings of park research go beyond social sciences to include disciplines and interest groups 
within physical sciences. This makes urban parks research not only a multi-stakeholder study but 
also a multidisciplinary study.  
6.1.3.2 Contemporary Urban Park Use and Social Benefits  
Local parks and playgrounds according to Bish and Clemens (2008) are generally open to all 
citizens without restrictions; thus, depicting characteristics of a public good. The social benefits 
derived from the use of urban parks ranges from recreational purposes to serving as a focal point 
for communal engagement and social interactions. Home et al. (2007) note that public involvement 
in the creation of parks can be an entry point to community engagement and social change.  
The social benefits accrued from the use of parks include providing space for social interactions 
which help in connecting neighbors around a common social goal. Parks offer urban residents 
solace from their stressful lives, hasten recovery from disease or illness, and can foster active living 
(Byrne & Sipe, 2010). The development of parks helps to promote community identity and social 
interaction in our cities. Nature settings often enhance social interactions, which in turn can help 
foster a sense of community (Ozguner & Kendle, 2006).  
However, urban parks, especially the abandoned ones, have many security implications that make 
it necessary to involve security experts in their planning and management to help minimize the 
incidence of crime on these parks. The potential for these spaces to be a source of major fire 
outbreak within the city during the dry and summer seasons also make it very important to involve 
the fire department in the planning and management of urban parks. These also justify the 
multidisciplinary and multi-stakeholder nature of the planning and management of urban parks. 
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6.1.3.3 Contemporary Urban Park Use and Economic Benefits  
The future economic benefits of urban parks manifest in the long-run through the adaptation of the 
city’s anticipated impacts of climate change such as higher temperatures, increased flooding and 
increased storminess (Byrne & Sipe, 2010). The availability of parks also promotes the aesthetics 
of the city. This helps in improving the overall quality of life in cities, which attracts tourism and 
other economic activities of great interest to policymakers, politicians, and economist. The 
continuous increase in the population of urban centers leads to an increase in the demand for land 
which also contributes to the increase in land values. Real estate research shows that 78% of all 
home buyers in the United States rated open space as very important (Erickson, 2006). Garvin and 
Berens (1997) also note that property values of Manhattan doubled during the 15 years after park 
development began.  
The long-term economic benefits of urban parks make it difficult for city authorities and policy 
makers to preserve urban lands for the development of parks. This is because there is a high 
demand for land in urban centers leading to competing land uses in the short-term. Nowak and 
Dwyer (2007) argue that inadequate understanding of the wide range of benefits, costs and 
expected outcome of urban green space management options can reduce the contribution of the 
greeneries towards improving urban environments and quality of life. The benefits of urban parks 
have necessitated the need for extensive research to help link the various benefits and interest 
groups in a way that will provide theoretical direction for urban park literature and development.   
6.1.4 Summary of Literature and Emerging Issues  
The continuous increase in the demand for green spaces in cities has contributed immensely to the  
development of parks. Urban parks have multiple benefits; thus, making it economically, socially 
and environmentally beneficial to city residents. Van Dyck et al. (2013) point out that public parks 
 141 
 
are important settings for the promotion of social activities and environmental conservation in 
cities. Park researchers such as Kitchen and Hendon (1967), Burgess et al. (1988), Thompson 
(2002), Garvin and Berens (1997), Home et al. (2007) and Byrne and Sipe (2010) have done 
extensive studies on the benefits of parks. These studies showed the multifunctional nature of parks 
and how parks help in increasing property values. There are also several studies on how the 
demographic characteristics of park users influence the use of parks. McCormack et al. (2014) and 
Van Dyck et al. (2013), for example, studied how urban neighborhood characteristics influence 
physical activities on parks.  
There is, however, limited literature in the area of assessing the relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of park users and specific park activities such as jogging and walking. 
This justifies the need to study how the demographic characteristics of park users influence 
specific park activities such as biking, enjoying the scenery, and playing field sports. Conducting 
such studies can help park administrators and policy makers to meet the diverse needs of park 
users; thus, stimulating park use and user activities. The increase in park use and activity levels 
can be facilitated by defining the attributes related to active park use (Van Dyck et al., 2013). 
6.2 Research Questions 
The overall goal of this aspect of the study is to assess the relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of park users and park based user activities. The following research questions have 
been formulated in order to help achieve this goal:  
 What is the relationship between park activities in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
and the demographic characteristics of park users? 
 Are there implications for future park development and management? 
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6.3 Research Hypothesis 
The following hypothesis will be tested based on 95% confidence interval. This implies that if the 
P-value is less or equal to 0.05, then there is a statistically significant relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of park users and park based user activities.  
 Ho: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the 
activities they undertake at the parks.  
 Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the 
activities they undertake at the parks.  
6.4 Research Method and Sources of Information 
A structured questionnaire was used to interview park users. This helped in identifying the various 
categories of park uses and users, their demographic characteristics, park users’ opinion on park 
funding and recommendations to improve park services. Dowling (2010) asserts that structured 
interviews follow a predetermined and standardized list of questions with the questions asked in 
the same way and order in each interview. The wording and components of the questionnaire were 
an important and critical component of the study. Bradburn et al. (2004) argue that the precise 
wording of questions play a vital role in determining the answers given by the respondents.   
The questionnaire for the survey consisted of the age of respondents, gender, income, employment, 
place of origin (the place park users came from), the reason for the choice of park, and the number 
of people accompanying interview respondents. A sample of the structured questionnaire has been 
showed in Appendix VI. The impact of personal bias on the design of questionnaire was minimized 
through the use of different research lenses to evaluate the questionnaire before using it for the 
survey. According to Gendall (1998), no matter how objective the researcher has attempted to be; 
all questionnaires reflect the designer’s view of the world. Intellectually, good questionna ire 
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designers understand this and attempt to maintain a detached objectivity (Gendall, 1998). The 
survey was conducted in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. Stanley Park was selected 
because it is a good representation of large parks whilst Queen Elizabeth Park represents medium 
size parks.  The users of each park were interviewed in the month of August 2014 from 8am to 
5pm.  The survey for each park was done over a period of one week. The data collection took place 
from Monday to Sunday for each park.  
6.4.1 Total Number of Questionnaires-Sample Size 
Survey research involves administrating questionnaires to a sample of respondents selected from 
a larger population (Vaske, 2008). Samples are normally used in surveys due to time and financ ia l 
limitations. Samples are also used for making inferences about the population of interest. In the 
case of this study, the sample was used to make inferences about the total number of park users of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. Survey research allows investigators to estimate with 
precision the extent to which a population has a particular attribute simply by obtaining data from 
only a small sample of the total population (Vaske, 2008). The large sample size obtained for this 
study helped in minimizing the potential problems related to coverage and measurement errors; 
thus, making the data collected more representative and generalizable (Vaske, 2008). The sample 
size used for collecting the data was determined by addressing the following questions as discussed 
by Vaske (2008): 
 How much sampling error can be tolerated? 
 How small or large is the size of the target population? 
 How varied is this population with respect to characteristics of interest to the project? 
 What is the smallest subgroup within the sample for which estimates are needed? 
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Vaske (2008) points out that it is desirable for  most parks, recreation, and human dimens ions 
studies to obtain enough completed questionnaires to allow the researcher to be 95% confident that 
estimates from the data are within ±5%  (or points) of the sample population. The survey results, 
for example, showed that 53.46% of the sampled users of Stanley Park were married; we can, 
therefore, be 95% confident that between 48.46% and 58.46% of all park users are married.  
The total number of questionnaires used for this study was calculated using Salant and Dillman’s 
(1994) formula for estimating the desired sample sizes. This formula comprises of all the variables 
that address Vaske (2008) questions of obtaining large sample size for a survey. Payne (2011) used 
this formula for developing the Resource Guide for Community Survey Projects. The resource 
guide was developed to provide instructions and guidance for community parks and recreation 
staff in the process of conducting a community need assessment and/or evaluation (Payne, 2011). 
The formula used for calculating the sample size is:  
Ns = (Np )( p)(1− p)/(Np −1)(B/C)2 + ( p)(1− p)  
Ns = Sample size needed  
Np = Size of population (total number of park users for Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park) 
p = Proportion expected to answer a certain way (50% or 0.5 is most conservative) 
B = Acceptable level of sampling error (0.05 = ±5% meaning there is 95% chance that the 
possible error for a result is ±5% of the result obtained by the questionnaire.) 
C = Z statistic associated with confidence interval (1.960 = 95% confidence level) 
The resulting sample size and response rate of the survey is shown in Table 6.4.1.1. 
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Table 6.4.1.1-Total Number of Questionnaires 
Name of Park Number 
of Users Per 
Year 
Sample Size Total Survey 
Respondents 
Response Rate 
Stanley Park *8,000,000 384 374 97.40% 
Queen 
Elizabeth Park 
*6,000, 000 384 351 91.40% 
*Source: The City of Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
6.4.2 Distribution of Structured Questionnaires  
According to Tongco (2007) when a sample is measured correctly, it provides both external 
validity and internal validity. The general sampling strategy for the park user survey relied on the 
application of certain aspects of the stratified sampling technique, where the various parks were 
divided into strata based on the various categories of park activities. This served as the basis for 
distributing the questionnaires to potential research participants. Stratified sampling is frequently 
useful to divide the population into subgroups called strata (Sudman, 1976). Questionnaires were 
distributed among users of Stanley Park based on the six areas of attractions, the fifteen activity 
areas, the four restaurants and the four sports clubs. The map of Stanley Park showing the various 
activity areas has been presented in Appendix IV.  
Questionnaires administered at Queen Elizabeth Park were also distributed among the park users 
at Bloedel Conservatory, Seasons Restaurant, Rose Garden, Tennis Courts, Pitch & Putt Golf and 
the Celebration Pavilion. The map of Queen Elizabeth Park showing these activity areas has also 
been presented in Appendix V. Questionnaires were either given to respondents to fill out 
themselves or the interviewees interviewed by field assistants based on the preference of 
respondents. Survey respondents were also given the chance to collect the questionnaire and mail 
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it back to the researcher. More than 50% of the respondents opted to fill the questionnaire by 
themselves; thus, making the survey faster and more efficient. 
6.4.3 Selecting Respondents  
The fundamental principle of questionnaire design is the determination of the type of questions 
based on the characteristics of respondents (Gendall, 1998). This makes the respondent an 
important part of the questionnaire design and administration. The respondents selected for this 
study were 18 years of age and above. As shown in Appendix VI, each respondent was given a 
brief description of the study which included the requirements for taking part in the study.  
 
Potential respondents for the study were selected based on the systematic sampling technique. 
Sudman (1976) describes the systematic sampling technique as the procedure for selecting every 
ith case. A systematic sampling technique is used far more frequently than simple random sampling 
because of its simplicity and usefulness in complex sampling situations (Sudman, 1976). The two 
main things used for systematic sampling technique according to Sudman (1976) were the 
sampling interval and a random start. The interviewers of this study chose the first park user to be 
met who was older than 17 years as the random start; then with a sampling interval of 3, each 3rd 
person after the interviewed person was selected.  
 
This strategy was, however, not applicable to park users involved in active recreation and areas 
within the parks with a fewer number of people. Park users involved in active recreation such as 
biking and jogging were automatically selected once the user agreed to participate in the study and 
were more than 17 years of age. The field assistants waited for such users at the various water 
stations since they normally stop there to drink water. This helped in increasing the response rate 
among these categories of users involved in active recreation. Most of them agreed to fill the 
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question as they relaxed on their bikes or on benches at the various water stations. It is not 
advisable to stop park users involved in active recreation to fill a questionnaire. It will disrupt the 
park users; thus, adversely affecting their willingness to take part in the survey. However, it is the 
duty of the researcher to identify where the various categories of users relax and then wait for them 
there to fill the questionnaire as they relax.  
 
The voluntary nature of this survey dealt with participants’ unwillingness to take part in the study, 
by moving to the next available participants before applying the interval of three for the 
respondents that will follow. In as much as participating in the study was voluntary; respondents 
who were not willing to participate were still encouraged as to why their opinions are important. 
The researcher went to the field with a letter written on the letterhead of the University of Northern 
British Columbia. The letter was on the front page of each questionnaire and this gave credibility 
to the study and also encouraged park users to take part in the study. The questionnaire was made 
as short and clear as possible and the maximum amount of time for the study clearly spelled out to 
the respondents. In this case, each respondent spent at most fifteen minutes filling out or addressing 
the questions on the questionnaire.  
 
Respondents were also assured of anonymity in order to help deal with privacy issues. It was 
clearly stated on the questionnaires that respondents were not supposed to write their names 
anywhere on the questionnaire. A sample of the structured questionnaire is shown in Appendix 
VI. The researcher was assisted by two research assistants to help collect the data. These research 
assistants were undergraduate students from University of Northern British Columbia. The 
research assistants were trained and given the necessary incentives and research materials to 
facilitate the data collection process.  
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6.4.4 Data Analysis 
Data collected were analyzed based on the major research themes. These research themes were 
broadly categorized into park user characteristics, the reason for park choices, user perceptions, 
and recommendations. The analysis of the park user characteristics specifically dealt with the 
demographic characteristics of the park users which include the gender of the users, their  
employment status, age, and income. Data entry, analysis, and statistical tests were done using 
Microsoft excel and Stata software (version 12). Data collected were also analyzed by both 
univariate and bivariate analysis.  
The descriptive analysis helped in examining demographic characteristics of park users such as 
age, gender, marital status, and religion. This was supported by the use of tables, graphs, charts 
and pictures which helped in giving pictorial interpretations of the results obtained from the 
analysis. This facilitated the communication of the findings of the study to a wider audience. The 
bivariate analysis was used in testing the relationship between the demographic characteristics of 
park users and the various park activities. The relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of park users and park based activities was tested using the chi-squared analysis. 
The P-Values were calculated and the significance level is P≤0.05. Generally, the smaller the P-
Value, the stronger the evidence against the null hypothesis provided by the data. The summary of 
the research methods is in Table 6.4.4 .1.  
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Table 6.4.4.1-Summary of Research Methods and Techniques   
Research Questions  What is the relationship between park activities in Stanley and Queen 
Elizabeth Park and the demographic characteristics of park users? 
 Are there implications for future park development and management? 
Emerging Issues From 
Literature Review 
 Limited literature on the history of urban parks within the Canadian 
context. 
 The multiple benefits and uses of urban parks do not only make it planning 
a multi-stakeholder process but it also makes it study multi-disciplinary.  
 The true value of urban parks can be assessed and the justification for their 
provision can only be made through a critical analysis of its use, users, and 
benefits. 
 The enormous benefits of urban parks necessitate the need for extensive 
research to help link the interest of the various user groups in a way that 
will provide theoretical direction for urban park literature.  
Research Hypothesis   Ho: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of 
park users and the activities they undertake at the parks.  
 Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park 
users and the activities they undertake at the parks.  
Specific Questions  What is the age of interview respondents? 
 What is the marital status of respondents? 
 What is the employment status of respondents? 
 What is the religion of respondents? 
 What is the gender of respondents? 
 What is the income of respondents? 
 What is the frequency of visit to parks?  
 What type of activity do respondents undertake in the parks? 
Dependent Variables (Park 
Activities) 
 Walking/hiking 
 Jogging/running 
 Biking 
 Active field sports: baseball, softball, soccer 
 Active court sports: basketball, tennis, volleyball  
 Unorganized active play 
 Using playground  
*Full list  presented in the structured questionnaire (See Appendix III) 
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Independent Variables 
(Demographic 
Characteristics) 
 Demographic Characteristics 
 Age 
 Gender 
 Employment status 
 Marital status 
 Religion  
 Income 
 Park User Characteristics 
 Rent/Mortgage 
 Means of transport to park 
 Travel distance to park 
 Frequency of visit to park 
*Full list presented in structured questionnaire (See Appendix III) 
Types  of  Methods  Park user survey using structured questionnaires 
 Observation and Photography 
Justification of Methods  Structured questionnaires comprised of  carefully worded and ordered 
questions 
 Respondents are asked the same questions in the same order. 
 The interview process is question focused. 
 The addition of documentary sources of data, observation and photography 
ensured data triangulation.  
 
Specific Procedure for Data 
Collection 
Park User Survey Using Structured Questionnaires 
 Questionnaire preparation 
 Sample size Determination (384 questionnaires per park) 
 Training of field assistance 
 Contacting Park Managers and Board members to get approval to conduct 
the survey 
 Pre-testing the Questionnaire 
 Dividing parks into strata based on categories of uses to help distribute 
questionnaires  
 Gathering materials needed for the fieldwork 
 Selection of interview respondents (Systematic sampling, respondents 18 
years and above) 
 Undertaking the survey 
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Observation and Photography  
 Walk around parks to observe uses, activities and characteristics of Parks 
 Take photographs of major park characteristics 
Data Sources  Primary data from park user survey 
 Secondary data from the City of Vancouver Park Board 
Expected Data to Be 
Collected 
 Demographic characteristics of park users in Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park (age, gender, employment status, marital status, religion, and 
income) 
 Type of activities undertaken at the park 
 Reason for park users choices and preferences 
 Photographs of types of park use 
Data Analysis  Data analyses were based on both the dependent and independent variables  
(park user characteristics will be compared with the various park activities  
using trend analysis, comparison, percentages) 
 Univariate analysis illustrated by the use of tables and bar charts  
 Bivariate analysis through chi-square analysis 
 The use of pictures helped in supporting the analysis.  
 
6.5 Observation and Photography 
The collection of primary data using structured questionnaires was complemented by observationa l 
studies and photography. Baker (2006) describes observation as a means of helping researchers to 
study people in their natural environment in order to understand their mode of life from their own 
perspective. Baker (2006) further notes that observation requires spending considerable time in the 
field to help gain a more comprehensive understanding of the people being studied. The various 
activities of urban park users were critically observed. The use of photography in this study helped 
in reproducing the reality in front of the camera’s lens, yielding an unbiased and self-explanatory 
visual report (Schwartz. 1989). The multifunctional roles of the urban parks were presented 
through the lens of photography; thus, helping to improve the graphic communication and 
simplification of the presentations of research findings. The researcher took photos relevant to the 
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study to support data analysis and research findings. The photographs that were taken focused on 
park attributes, not on park users, and this helped in addressing issues of privacy and 
confidentiality. 
6.6 Descriptive Analysis: Demographic Characteristics of Park Users (Stanley Park and 
Queen Elizabeth Park) 
 
The dynamics of park use, characteristics of park users and the socio-political settings within 
which parks exist are often overlooked in quantitative research (McCormark et al., 2010). Studies 
on the demographic characteristics of park users are useful in differentiating, segmenting and 
targeting park visitors according to various categories of activities (McCormark, 2010). This 
serves as the basis for assessing the relationship between the demographic characteristics of park 
users and the various activities undertaken in the parks. A better understanding of how the 
demographics of park users relate to different physical activities helps in the development of 
focused park programs and facilities which will help promote park based activity levels (Mowen 
et al., 2012). The descriptive analysis comprises of the assessment of the demographic 
characteristics of the park users such as age distribution, gender, employment characteristics and 
marital status, ethnicity, religion, and income levels.  
6.6.1 The Age Distribution of Park Users 
The age structure helped in understanding the statistical components of the different age groups of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. This will serve as an important basis for informing 
decision makers on the age specific needs of the various visitors to the parks. Overall, the majority 
of the park users for both parks comprised of mostly a youthful population. The survey in Stanley 
Park showed that 41.67% of park visitors were in the age cohorts of 18-34, 32.26% in the cohort 
of 35-49, 16.13% in the cohort of 50-64 and 9.95% in the age cohort of 65+. On the other hand, 
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the survey in Queen Elizabeth Park indicated that 48.43% of the survey respondents were in the 
age cohort of 18-34, 25.64 % in the cohort of 35-49, 17.09% in the cohort of 50-64 and 8.83% in 
the cohort of 65+.   
The use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park are dominated by the youthful population 
because of the presence of a variety of active recreational facilities and activities on both parks. 
This notwithstanding, there is a fair number of park users who fall within the age cohorts of seniors. 
Although the proportion is small, the survey results showed that 9.95% of the respondents in 
Stanley Park fell within the retirement age while 8.83% of the park users at Queen Elizabeth Park 
were seniors.  
The results of this survey are consistent with the already existing literature on the age structure of 
park users. Mowen et al. (2012), for example, found that older adults are less active than younger 
adults, therefore, they have a lower tendency to dominate in the use of parks.  Cohen et al. (2007) 
survey of neighborhood parks in the City of Los Angeles also showed few seniors using the parks 
in the city. However, their findings further showed that the presence of senior citizen centers in 
the park served as an attractive force for more seniors. The City of Vancouver Park Board can, 
therefore, consider developing facilities such as the senior citizen centers which will stimulate park 
use among seniors.  
The minimum and maximum age of the users of Stanley Park was between 18 years and 89 years 
respectively. The most commonly occurring age among Stanley Park users was 32 years. Also, the 
average age for the visitors of Stanley Park was 40.20 years; thus, indicating that the park users 
comprised of predominantly a youthful population. It must, however, be noted that the minimum 
age of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park was 18 years because the study did not include  
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minors. Therefore, the minimum age required for participants to take part in the study was 18 
years. The maximum age for Queen Elizabeth Park users was 84 years with the most commonly 
occurring age among the park users being 26 years. On average, the visitors of Queen Elizabeth 
Park were 39.1 years of age. The analysis of the age distribution for Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park users has been presented in Table 6.6.1.1.  
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.2 The Marital Status of Park Users 
The results of the survey showed that the number of married couples among park users of both 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park was higher than the number of park users who were single, 
divorced or widowed. The results are consistent with Mowen et al. (2012) research findings that 
there is an association between being married and higher levels of park activities.  The survey 
indicated that 53.46% of park users at Stanley Park were married. On the other hand, park users 
who were single, divorced or widowed comprised of 41.00%, 2.49%, and 3.05% respectively.  
               
  
   
Age      Stanley Park Queen Elizabeth Park   
18-34   41.67%  48.43%    
35-49   32.26%  25.64%    
50-64   16.13%  17.09%    
65+   9.95%  8.83%    
Minimum Age  18  18    
Maximum Age   89  84    
Mean Age   40.2  39.1    
Median Age   37  36    
Mode    32  26    
Standard Deviation    15.6   15.9       
Table 6.6.1.1- The Age Distribution of Park Users 
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6.6.3 The Gender of Park Users 
Arnold and Shinew (1998) argue that women are among one of the disadvantaged when it comes 
to the use of parks and other leisure facilities. Kaczynski et al. (2011) support this argument by 
indicating that women are generally more constrained than men in their leisure due to factors such 
as fear of crime. According to Henderson et al. (1996), some of the constraints to women’s 
participation in leisure include busy work and domestic schedules and fear of violence. These 
theoretical analyses justify why gender is an important factor in the use and management of parks.  
There is, therefore, the need for further studies to identify some of the factors that hinder or 
promote gender equity in the use of parks.  
The results of the survey indicated that on the average more males use parks than females and the 
females that use the parks are normally accompanied by their male counterparts. According to the 
results, the majority of the users of Stanley Park (49.73%) were males, 48.4% were females while 
1.87% were transgender. Similar to Stanley Park, Queen Elizabeth Park had more males using the 
park than females. The results of the survey indicate that park users who were males comprised of 
about 51.83% while 47.30% were females. Those who identified themselves as transgender 
constituted 0.85%.  
Generally, the gender survey results for both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park did not 
deviate from some of the already existing studies on the analysis of gender and the use of parks. 
Mowen et al. (2012), for example, argues that women are less active than men; thus, there is the 
tendency for men to dominate in the use of parks. A study conducted by Cohen et al. (2007) in the 
City of Los Angeles also showed that more males were using parks than females (62.00% versus 
38.00%). However, a lower proportion of females use parks in Los Angeles compared to that of 
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the City of Vancouver. This could be attributed to the higher level safety issues in Los Angeles 
compared to the City of Vancouver. Table 6.6.3.1 summarizes the gender characteristics of Stanley  
Park and Queen Elizabeth Park.  
 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.4 The Employment Status of Park Users 
Park researchers such as Kelly (1987) generally believe that there is a positive association between 
higher occupational statuses and leisure participation.  The research findings showed a high 
employment rate among the visitors of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park; thus, 
justifying this theoretical standpoint. According to Statistics Canada (2015), the unemployment 
rate for the City of Vancouver in 2014 was 5.20% and that of 2015 is 4.80%. Generally, the 
unemployment rate for City of Vancouver in 2014 and 2015 is higher than the unemployment rate 
for users of Stanley Park (4.68%) and Queen Elizabeth Park (3.91%). The study further showed 
that more than half of the survey respondents at Stanley Park are employed.  
Historically, the working class was among the main target users for the development parks in the 
United States. According to Burdge (1969), individuals with higher occupational status have the 
greatest variety of leisure activities. This positively contributes to increasing their overall park use.  
           
Gender Stanley Park   Queen Elizabeth Park 
  Number %   Number  % 
Male  186 49.73  182 51.85 
Female  181 48.40  166 47.30 
Other  7 1.87   3 0.85 
Total 374 100   351 100 
      
Table 6.6.3.1 Gender of Park Users  
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The results of this study show the same trends but in this case, parks are not purposely developed 
for the working class but rather park use is influenced by issues of affordability. The results showed 
that 55.58% of the survey respondents at Stanley Park were full-time employed while 4.68% were 
unemployed. Also, the survey results indicated that the number of Stanley Park users who were 
part-time employed were 9.35% while those who were seasonally employed constituted 2.08%. 
Furthermore, park users who were students, voluntarily unemployed and retired at Stanley Park 
constituted 15.32%, 3.12%, and 9.87% respectively.  
On the other hand, the employment and unemployment rates among the users of Queen Elizabeth 
Park were 47.48% and 3.91% respectively. The survey results further indicated that Queen 
Elizabeth Park users who were employed on part-time and seasonal basis were 11.73% and 0.56% 
respectively. Also, visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park who were students, voluntarily unemployed 
and retired comprised of 19.83%, 5.02%, and 11.45% respectively. Figure 6.6.4.1 shows the 
employment distribution of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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use of parks. A determination of the racial/ethnic origin of park users will provide information 
about the various racial groups using the parks. The survey did not contradict some of the already 
existing literature on park use and race; it showed that most of the tourists who visited Stanley 
Park, for instance, came from Europe. Thus, contributing to the high percentage of Whites using 
the parks. The results indicated that the percentage of Whites in Stanley Park was 66.49%. Blacks 
and Aboriginal population, on the other hand, consisted of 1.61% and 1.34% respectively. 
Furthermore, Stanley Park users who identified themselves as Asians, Latinos and Multirac ia l 
constituted 21.72%, 6.43%, and 2.41% respectively.  
The racial trends of neighborhood parks normally reflect the overall racial characteristics of the 
city in which these parks are located. There were more Asians in Queen Elizabeth Park than in 
Stanley Park because Queen Elizabeth Park is mostly used by the residents of the City of 
Vancouver, unlike Stanley Park which is dominated by tourists. The high number of Asians at 
Queen Elizabeth Park compared to that of Stanley Park generally, reflects the large Asian 
population in the City of Vancouver. The users of Queen Elizabeth Park who were Whites 
consisted of 53.56% while 34.47% were Asians. Minority racial groups such as Blacks, 
Aboriginals, Latinos and Multiracial group represented 1.99%, 1.42%, 5.41% and 3.13% 
respectively. Figure 6.6.5.1 the racial trends of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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6RXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\ 

7KH5HOLJLRXV6WDWXVRI3DUN8VHUV
$ EHWWHU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH GHPRJUDSKLF SDWWHUQV LQ SDUN XVH KHOSV SDUN DGPLQLVWUDWRUV LQ
LPSURYLQJ WKHVHSDUNVWRHQFRXUDJH DYDULHW\ RIDFWLYLWLHV DPRQJ GLYHUVH JURXSV .DF]\QVNL HWDO
2YHUDOO WKH XVHUV RI 6WDQOH\ 3DUNZKR LGHQWLILHG WKHPVHOYHV DV&KULVWLDQV ZHUH
ZKLOH SDUNXVHUVZKRZHUHQRWDIILOLDWHG ZLWK DQ\ UHOLJLRQ FRQVLVWHG RI$GGLWLRQDOO\ WKH
VXUYH\ UHVXOWV LQGLFDWHG WKDW  RI WKH YLVLWRUV RI 6WDQOH\ 3DUN LGHQWLILHG WKHPVHOYHV DV
0XVOLPV ZKLOH ZHUH%XGGKLVW -HZLVK DQG+LQGXV DPRQJ 6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUV FRQVLVWHG RI
DQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ 
7KH UHVXOWV RI WKH VXUYH\ DOVR LQGLFDWHG WKDW 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV ZKRZHUHQRW DIILOLDWHG
ZLWK DQ\ UHOLJLRQ ZHUH ZKLOH  LGHQWLILHG WKHPVHOYHV DV&KULVWLDQV )XUWKHUPRUH
0XVOLPV FRQVLVWHG RI ZKLOH %XGGKLVWV FRQVWLWXWHG $GGLWLRQDOO\ 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK
3DUNXVHUV ZKR LGHQWLILHG WKHPVHOYHV DV -HZV DQG +LQGXV ZHUHDQG UHVSHFWLYHO\
7KH UHOLJLRXV VWDWXV RI3DUNXVHUV KDVEHHQ VKRZQ LQ )LJXUH 
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SRXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\
7KH,QFRPH6WDWXVRI3DUN8VHUV
7KH DYDLODELOLW\ RI ILQDQFLDO UHVRXUFHV DOORZV DFFHVV WR SDLG OHLVXUH DFWLYLWLHV DQG LQFUHDVHV WKH
DELOLW\ WRSXUFKDVH WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ DQGHTXLSPHQW XVHGIRUOHLVXUH DFWLYLWLHV $UQRUG	6KLQH 
$UQRUG DQG 6KLQHZ  IXUWKHU DUJXH WKDW WKHSRRU DUH UHFHLYLQJ IHZHU OHLVXUH DSSRLQWPHQWV
GXH WR WKH ULVLQJ FRVWV RI SURYLGLQJ EDVLF OHLVXUH VHUYLFHV 7KH LQFRPH VWDWXV RI SDUN XVHUV LV
WKHUHIRUH DPDMRU FRQWULEXWRU\ IDFWRU WRWKHXVHRISDUNV,QWKH FDVHRIWRXULVW SDUNVVXFK6WDQOH\
3DUNKLJKLQFRPH HDUQHUVZLOO KDYH WKHDELOLW\ WRWUDYHO DQGYLVLW WKHVHSDUNVPRUHRIWHQ WKDQ ORZ
LQFRPH HDUQHUV 
2QWKHRWKHU KDQG WKHYLVLWRUV RIQHLJKERUKRRG SDUNVVXFK DV4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNPXVW KDYH WKH
DELOLW\ WR DIIRUG WKH SXUFKDVH RI UHTXLUHG UHFUHDWLRQDO HTXLSPHQW EHIRUH WKH\ FDQ HQMR\ OHLVXUH
DFWLYLWLHV VXFK DVWHQQLV KRFNH\ JROI DQGEDVNHWEDOO 7KLV JHQHUDOO\ H[SODLQV WKHUHDVRQZK\ WKHUH
DUHPRUHKLJKLQFRPH HDUQHUV DPRQJ WKHYLVLWRUV RI ERWK6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUN
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7KH VXUYH\ UHVXOWV VKRZHG WKDW RI WKH XVHUV RI6WDQOH\ 3DUN HDUQ PRUH WKDQ D
\HDUZKLOH RIWKH4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK SDUNXVHUV HDUQPRUH WKDQSHU\HDU$OVR WKH
ILQGLQJV RI WKH VWXG\ LQGLFDWHG WKDW RI WKHYLVLWRUV RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNHDUQ OHVV WKDQ 
ZLWK SDUNXVHUVHDUQLQJ FRQVWLWXWLQJ )XUWKHUPRUH 6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUVZKR
HDUQDQGUHSUHVHQWHG DQG
UHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH VWXG\ DOVR VKRZHGWKDW RIWKHXVHUV RI4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNHDUQ
OHVV WKDQ$GGLWLRQDOO\ 4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUVZKRHDUQ
 DQGFRPSULVHV RI DQG  UHVSHFWLYHO\ )LJXUH
VKRZV WKH LQFRPH GLVWULEXWLRQ RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV 
       
6RXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\
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6.6.8 Place of Origin of Park Users 
Parks are important sites for environmental, economic, and social activities, but few studies have 
documented the behavior of park users (Kaczynski et al., 2011). Parks can either be used by city 
residents for recreation or by tourists for tourism purposes. The study of the place of origin of park 
users helps to understand the geographic impact of parks and their overall impact on the economy 
of the city. Urban parks with wider geographic impact contribute more to the economy of cities, 
as they help in the promotion of tourism. Stanley Park, for example, has a wider geographic impact 
because the majority of the park users representing 34.93% visited the park from outside Canada. 
The survey also indicated that 16% of the users of Stanley Park were from within Canada while 
7.2% were from within British Columbia but outside the City of Vancouver. All these users were 
tourists from either within Canada or outside Canada who visited Stanley Park to enjoy the unique 
environmental setting and recreational facilities.  
Parks, such as Stanley Park, which promote tourism contribute immensely to the economy of cities. 
Cities such as Vancouver generate revenue from park tourists through taxes on goods and services 
purchased. The various forms of expenditure made by tourists such as expenditure on food, 
accommodation, and transportation contribute immensely towards the expansion of the city’s 
economy. The users of Stanley Park who live in the City of Vancouver and Metro Vancouver 
consist of 29.87% and 12.00% respectively.  
Unlike Stanley Park, the majority of the users of Queen Elizabeth Park representing 68.95 % 
visited the park from the City of Vancouver. This, therefore, makes Queen Elizabeth Park more of 
a neighborhood park with less geographic impact compared to Stanley Park. The visitors of Queen 
Elizabeth Park who visited the park from outside and within Canada were 9.12% and 5.41% 
respectively. The study also showed that the users who visited Queen Elizabeth Park from Metro 
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9DQFRXYHU ZHUHRIWKHVXUYH\ SRSXODWLRQ 7KHSODFHRI RULJLQ RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ
(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV KDVEHHQVKRZQ LQ )LJXUH 
 
6RXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\
7KH7\SHVRI+RXVLQJ'ZHOOLQJ IRU3DUN8VHUV
7KH GZHOOLQJ W\SHV RI SDUNXVHUV KHOSHG LQ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKH LQFRPH VWDWXV RI WKH SHRSOH EHLQJ
VWXGLHG 7KHKLJKHVW SURSRUWLRQ RIWKHXVHUV RIERWK6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNOLYH LQ
GHWDFKHGKRXVHV7KHXVHUVRI6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNZKROLYH LQGHWDFKHGKRXVHV
FRQVLVWHG RI 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7KH VXUYH\ DOVR VKRZHG WKDW RI WKH YLVLWRUV RI 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUN OLYH LQ DSDUWPHQW
EXLOGLQJV 7KHQXPEHU RI4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUVZKROLYH LQ FRQGRPLQLXPV WRZQKRXVHV DQG
VHPLGHWDFKHG KRXVHV UHSUHVHQWHGDQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH W\SHRIGZHOOLQJV
IRU6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV KDVEHHQSUHVHQWHG LQ)LJXUH 
  
SRXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\

7KH W\SHRI KRXVLQJ RZQHUVKLS DPRQJ WKH XVHUV RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUN DOVR
KHOSHG LQ MXVWLI\LQJ WKHKLJK LQFRPH VWDWXV RIWKHYLVLWRUV RIERWKSDUNV7KH UHVXOWV LQGLFDWHG WKDW
RI WKH XVHUV RI 6WDQOH\ 3DUNRZQHG WKHLU KRXVHV ZKLOH RI WKH XVHUV RI 4XHHQ
(OL]DEHWK 3DUNRZQHGWKHLU KRXVHV 7KLV DVSHFWRIWKH VWXG\KDGVRPHOHYHO RIELDVEHFDXVHSHRSOH
ZKRZHUH FOHDUO\ KRPHOHVV GLGQ¶W ZDQW WREHLGHQWLILHG DVKRPHOHVV EXW UDWKHU LQVLVWHG WKH\ RQO\
FRPH WRWKHSDUNWRUHOD[ DWQLJKW 7KHVHJURXSV RISHRSOH UHVSRQGHGPRVWO\ DVUHQWHUV 7KH W\SHV
RI KRXVLQJ RZQHUVKLS IRU 6WDQOH\ 3DUN DQG 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV KDYH EHHQ SUHVHQWHG LQ
7DEOH
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 Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.10 Distance Traveled to Visit Parks  
Park visitation is more frequent for those who live within walking distance to a park (McCormark 
et al., 2010). The proximity to parks influences the frequency and level of park usage. Park users 
who are normally tourists prefer to live in hotel and hostel facilities that are close to the parks they 
intend to visit.  Stanley Park being one of the major tourist sites in the City of Vancouver has a 
variety of hotels located within walking distance. The minimum distance traveled to visit Stanley 
Park was 1 km. The maximum distance, on the other hand, was 96 km while the average distance 
is 13.8 km. The standard deviation is higher than the mean because there were outliers that deviate 
from the mean. This also explains the wide gap between the minimum and maximum distanc e 
traveled to visit the park.  
The minimum distance traveled to visit Queen Elizabeth Park is 1 km and the maximum distance 
was about 150 km. On average, park users traveled about 20.6 km to visit Queen Elizabeth Park. 
The results indicate that park visitors were willing to travel more distance to parks that have certain 
facilities and activities that are not present in the nearby neighborhood parks. Queen Elizabeth 
Park, for instance, has a variety of recreational facilities and also have an off-leash park for dogs 
that are not available in most neighborhood parks. Table 6.6.10.1 presents the distance traveled to 
visit Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. 
Table 6.6.9.1-Housing Ownership of Park Users 
Ownership Stanley Park   Queen Elizabeth Park 
  Number %   Number  % 
Own 205 55.11  157 44.86 
Rent 167 44.89   193 55.14 
Total 372 100   350 100 
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Distance (Km)   Stanley Park Queen Elizabeth Park   
Minimum Distance   1  1    
Maximum Distance   96  150    
Mode    1  10    
Median    5  15    
Mean Distance   13.8  20.6    
Standard Deviation    16.8   19.5       
    
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.11 Number of People Accompanying Park Users 
Generally, park users prefer to visit parks with family members, friends or colleagues. The study 
showed that on the average visitors of Stanley Park were accompanied by 2 people. The minimum 
and the maximum number of people accompanying users of Stanley Park range from 0 to 24 
people. Similar to the findings of Stanley Park, the average number of people that accompany the 
users of Queen Elizabeth Park was also 2 people. The survey results further showed that the 
minimum and maximum number of people accompanying park users of Queen Elizabeth Park was 
0 and 26 people respectively.  
Overall, the results of the study indicated that majority of the visitors of Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park was mostly accompanied by 1 person which is statistically referred to as the mode. 
This result shows the important roles parks play as facilities for sharing companionship, friendship 
and family bonds. Future studies on the estimation of the level of pressure on parks should, 
therefore, take into consideration the number of people accompanying the park users. Table 
6.6.11.1 presents the number of people accompanying the visitors of Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park. 
Table 6.6.10.1-Distance Traveled to Visit Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
 
Table 6.6.10.1-Distance Traveled to Visit Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
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Number      Stanley Park Queen Elizabeth Park   
Minimum Number  0  0    
Maximum Number  24  26    
Mode    1  1    
Median    2  2    
Mean Distance   2.4  2.3    
Standard Deviation    2.6   2.5       
         
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.12 Type of People Accompanying Park Users 
The social benefits derived from the use of parks include parks serving as a place of interaction 
for family members and other close acquaintances. The survey indicated that most park users were 
either accompanied by family members, friends, pets or colleagues. The visitors of Stanley Park 
who were accompanied by family members and friends represented 57.14% and 37.24% 
respectively. Also, Stanley Park users who visited the park with pets and colleagues constituted 
3.51% and 2.11% respectively.  
The study also indicated that majority of the visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park comprising of 
43.65% were accompanied by family members.  Generally, Queen Elizabeth Park users were more 
likely to be accompanied by their pets than users of Stanley Park. This is as a result of the presence 
of an off-leash dog park in Queen Elizabeth Park. This, therefore, shows that the facilities and 
services available in parks can sometimes influence the type of companionship in the park. Queen 
Elizabeth Park users who were accompanied by friends, pets, and colleagues represented 42.76%, 
9.13%, and 4.45% respectively. The analysis of the type of people accompanying park users has 
been presented in Figure 6.6.12.1.  
Table 6.6.11.1-Number of People Accompanying Park Users  
 
Table 6.6.11.1-Number of People Accompanying Park Users  
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6RXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\ 
 )UHTXHQF\ RI9LVLWWR3DUNV
7KH IUHTXHQF\ RI YLVLW WR SDUNVLV QRW RQO\ LQIOXHQFHG E\SUR[LPLW\ WR WKHSDUNEXW DOVR ZHDWKHU
FRQGLWLRQV 2YHUDOO WKH VXUYH\ UHVXOWV LQGLFDWHG WKDW D KLJKHU SURSRUWLRQ RI WKH XVHUV RI6WDQOH\
3DUNDQG4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUNYLVLWHG WKHSDUNVGXULQJ WKH VXPPHU VHDVRQV7KH UHVXOWV VKRZHG
WKDW RI WKH VXUYH\ UHVSRQGHQWV YLVLW 6WDQOH\ 3DUN HYHU\ GD\ ZKLOH YLVLW WKH SDUN
GXULQJ WKHVXPPHU $OVRRIWKHYLVLWRUV RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHWKHSDUNDIHZWLPHV SHUZHHN
ZKLOH XVHWKHSDUNRQFHDZHHN$GGLWLRQDOO\ 6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUVZKRYLVLW WKHSDUNRQFHD
PRQWK RUIHZ WLPHV SHUPRQWK FRQVWLWXWHG RIDQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ 
2QWKHRWKHU KDQG SDUNXVHUV ZKRYLVLW 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUNHYHU\ GD\ZHUHZKLOH SDUN
XVHUVZKRYLVLW 4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNGXULQJ WKHVXPPHU VHDVRQVZHUH7KHVXUYH\ UHVXOWV
DOVR VKRZHG WKDW   RI 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUN XVHUV YLVLW WKH SDUN D IHZ WLPHV D ZHHN
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D IHZ WLPHV SHU PRQWK FRQVWLWXWH   DQG  UHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH SLFWRULDO
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RIWKHIUHTXHQF\ RIYLVLW WR6WDQOH\ 3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNKDVEHHQ VKRZQ
LQ)LJXUH 
6RXUFH6WDQOH\3DUNDQG4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK3DUN6XUYH\ 
3DUN8VHUV¶3HUFHSWLRQVRQWKH)XQGLQJ 6RXUFHVIRU3DUN'HYHORSPHQW
3DUNXVHUV¶ SHUFHSWLRQV RQWKH IXQGLQJ VRXUFHV IRU WKHPDQDJHPHQW DQGPDLQWHQDQFH RI SDUNV LV
FUXFLDO WR WKHSDUNPDQDJHPHQW GHFLVLRQPDNLQJ SURFHVV7KH KLVWRULFDO DQDO\VLV RI SDUNVLQ WKH
&LW\ RI 9DQFRXYHU LQGLFDWHG WKDW SDUNGHYHORSPHQW ZDV KLVWRULFDOO\ IXQGHG WKURXJK GRQDWLRQV
+RZHYHU WKH VXUYH\ VKRZV WKDW SDUNXVHUVDUHFXUUHQWO\ QRWZLOOLQJ WRSD\IRUWKHXVHRISDUNVEXW
UDWKHU H[SHFW SDUN GHYHORSPHQW WR EH IXQGHG E\ WKH &LW\ RI 9DQFRXYHU DQG RWKHU OHYHOV RI
JRYHUQPHQW 7KHVXUYH\ LQGLFDWHG WKDW RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUVH[SHFWWKH&LW\RI9DQFRXYHU
WRSURYLGH ILQDQFLDO UHVRXUFHV IRUWKHGHYHORSPHQW DQGPDQDJHPHQW RISDUNV$OVR RIWKH
YLVLWRUV RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNH[SHFW WKHPDQDJHPHQW DQGGHYHORSPHQW RI SDUNVWREHIXQGHG E\0HWUR
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9DQFRXYHU ZKLOH  WKLQN ILQDQFLDO VXSSRUW IRU SDUN GHYHORSPHQW VKRXOG FRPH IURP WKH
3URYLQFLDO *RYHUQPHQW $GGLWLRQDOO\ 6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUV ZKR UHFRPPHQG WKDW WKH GHYHORSPHQW
DQG PDQDJHPHQW RI SDUNV VKRXOG EHIXQGHG E\ WKH )HGHUDO *RYHUQPHQW WKURXJK XVHU IHHV DQG
GRQDWLRQV FRQVWLWXWH DQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ 

7KH UHVXOWV IXUWKHU LQGLFDWHG WKDW RI4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV H[SHFW WKH GHYHORSPHQW
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EHOLHYH IXQGLQJ VKRXOG EH JHQHUDWHG IURP XVHU IHHV DQG GRQDWLRQV ZHUH  DQG 
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 UHVSHFWLYHO\ )LJXUH  VXPPDUL]HV WKH IXQGLQJ VRXUFHV IRU WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI
SDUNVLQ WKH&LW\RI9DQFRXYHU
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6.6.15 Means of Transport to Parks 
 
An analysis of the means by which park users visit the parks, help in understanding the overall 
contribution of the park to carbon footprint and physical activities such as walking.  The users of 
both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park heavily rely on the use of the automobile as the main 
means of transport to the parks. This increases the level of carbon emissions; thus, distracting the 
functional role of parks as a means of preserving the environment. The survey results showed that 
41.32% of the users of Stanley Park visit the park with their private cars while 25.26% use public 
transit. Also, park users who visit Stanley Park through cycling and walking were 8.16% and 
21.32% respectively. Furthermore, Stanley Park users who come to the park by charter bus and 
taxis consist of 1.58% and 2.37% respectively.  
 
Similar to Stanley Park, the majority of Queen Elizabeth Park users visit the park using their 
private cars. The users of Queen Elizabeth Park who visit the park with their private cars constitute  
54.79% while 17.81% walk to the park. Also, Queen Elizabeth Park users who come to the park 
by public transit, charter bus, taxi, and bicycle represent 20.55%, 1.10%, 0.55%, and 5.21% 
respectively.  The transit system to Stanley Park is more efficient than that of Queen Elizabeth 
Park. This explains why more users of Stanley Park (25.26%) rely on public transit than the users 
of Queen Elizabeth Park (20.55%). The means of transport of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park users has been presented in Figure 6.6.15.1. 
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PDLQWHQDQFH $OVR 6WDQOH\ 3DUNXVHUVZKR H[SUHVVHG FRQFHUQV DERXW SDUNGHVLJQ DQGYDULDELOLW\
RI DFWLYLWLHV FRQVLVWHG RI DQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH RWKHU FRQFHUQV H[SUHVVHGE\ WKH
YLVLWRUV RI 6WDQOH\ 3DUN ZHUH LVVXHV RI OLJKWLQJ DFFRXQWLQJ IRU  DQG DYDLODELOLW\ RI
WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ RSWLRQV UHSUHVHQWLQJ )XUWKHUPRUH SDUNXVHUVZKR KDGQRFRQFHUQ RQ WKH
FXUUHQW VWDWH RI6WDQOH\ 3DUNFRQVWLWXWHG 

$GGLWLRQDOO\ 4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV ZKRKDG LVVXHV ZLWK VDIHW\ DQGPDLQWHQDQFH FRQVLVWHG
RI DQG UHVSHFWLYHO\ 7KH VXUYH\ UHVXOWV DOVR VKRZHG WKDW 4XHHQ (OL]DEHWK 3DUN
XVHUV ZKR H[SUHVVHG FRQFHUQV DERXW SDUNGHVLJQ DQG YDULDELOLW\ RI DFWLYLWLHV ZHUH DQG
UHVSHFWLYHO\ )XUWKHUPRUH YLVLWRUV RI4XHHQ(OL]DEHWK 3DUNZKRKDGLVVXHV ZLWK OLJKWLQJ
DQGWUDQVSRUWDWLRQ RSWLRQV FRQVLVWHG RIDQGUHVSHFWLYHO\ )LQDOO\ WKHXVHUVRI4XHHQ
(OL]DEHWK 3DUNZKRZHUH VDWLVILHG ZLWK WKH FXUUHQW VWDWH RIWKHSDUNZHUH)LJXUH 
VKRZV D SLFWRULDO SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKH PDMRU FRQFHUQV H[SUHVVHG E\ 6WDQOH\ 3DUN DQG 4XHHQ
(OL]DEHWK 3DUNXVHUV 
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6.6.17 Wi-Fi Access within Parks  
Technological advancement has created several indoor entertainment options; thus, adversely 
affecting the number of people who are willing to go out and use parks. It is, therefore, important 
for park managers to consider combining technological space and park space to maximize the use 
of parks. There is currently a proposal to provide Wi-Fi hotspots in 150 locations on Canadian 
National Parks (CBC, April 29, 2014). In 2005, the Vancouver City Council considered providing 
Wi-Fi in public places but the implementation of the proposed policy was inhibited by the limited 
financial resources (CBC, September 14, 2011). The decision-making process on providing 
accessibility to Wi-Fi in parks cannot be sustainable without knowing the views of park users.  
 
The findings of the study showed that park users who want Wi-Fi access in Stanley Park comprised 
of 51.80% of the survey respondents while 48.20% opposed the provision of Wi-Fi on the park. 
Generally, park users who were in favor of the provision of Wi-Fi on the parks justified their 
position by arguing that it promotes easy access to communication, leisure, and learning. Queen 
Elizabeth Park users who were in favor of the provision of Wi-Fi were 53.16% while 46.84% of 
the park users opposed the idea.  The reasons cited by the park users for opposing the provision of 
Wi-Fi include the interference with nature and the fact that they already have internet data on their 
mobile phones. The summary of the opinions of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park users on 
Wi-Fi accessibility has been presented in Table 6.6.17.1. 
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Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.6.18 Provision of Additional Facilities on Parks 
Generally, the survey results showed that the visitors of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park were satisfied with the facilities and activities provided in these parks. The users of Stanley 
Park who wanted additional facilities and activities in the park comprised of only 14.11% while 
85.89% were satisfied with the current facilities and activities provided. The study also indicated 
that Queen Elizabeth Park users who recommended the provision of additional facilities in the 
park consisted of 21.14% while 78.86% were satisfied with the existing facilities and activities on 
the park.  
 
The overreliance on the automobile as the main means of transport to the parks has increased the 
demand for more parking spaces. Majority of park users recommended the provision of more 
parking spaces, reduction in parking cost, provision of food stands and a variety of entertainment 
options such as live band music on the parks. Most of the tourists in the parks also expressed the 
need for recruiting volunteers to serve as tourist guides. They also recommended the provision of 
more sign posts in the park to facilitate movements. The analysis on the provision of additiona l 
facilities in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park has been presented in Table 6.6.18.1. 
 
Table 6.6.17.1-Provision of Wi-Fi from the Perspective of Park Users 
Access Stanley Park   Queen Elizabeth Park 
  Number %   Number  % 
Yes 187 51.80  185 53.16 
No 174 48.20   163 46.81 
Total 361 100   348 100 
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Table 6.6.18.1-Provision of Additional Facilities on Parks 
Provision of Facilities Stanley Park   Queen Elizabeth Park 
  Number %   Number  % 
Yes 45 14.11   74 21.14 
No 274 85.89   276 78.86 
Total 319 100   350 100 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
6.7 Benefits Derived from the Use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
 
According to McCormack (2010), the social and physical environment is a major determinant of 
park based activities and the direction of influence may be negative or positive. Some of the 
positive attributes of parks include its natural features such as trees, gardens, flowers and water. 
These positive features of parks contribute enormously towards the quality of cities. The mult ip le 
benefits derived from the use of parks vary from economic, social to environmenta l.  
 
Generally, the multifunctional roles of parks lead to their multi-dimensional benefits. The mult ip le 
uses of parks make them a multifunctional landscape. Yang et al. (2013) define multifunctiona l 
landscapes as landscapes designed for multi-dimensional benefits.  According to the findings of 
the study, the benefits of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park as cited by park users were mostly 
direct benefits. The visitors of the parks did not talk about indirect benefits such as the parks 
serving as storm water management facilities, increasing the tax base of the city through tourism, 
and purifying the air in the city.  
 
This notwithstanding, park users gave an extensive overview of the benefits of the parks; thus, 
helping to justify some of the already existing literature on the multifunctional benefits of parks. 
Park users cited various benefits they derive from the use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
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Park. These benefits have been grouped into twelve main categories and further categorized into 
either economic benefits, social benefits or environmental benefits. Table 6.7.1 presents a 
summary of the benefits park users derive from the use of Stanley and Queen Elizabeth Park. 
Table 6.7.1-Benefits of using Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
 
Park Benefit Category of Benefit Stanley Park- 
Frequency % 
Queen Elizabeth 
Park –Frequency % 
Adult and Children 
Recreation 
Social Benefits 24 20 
Connection to Nature Environmental 
Benefits 
16 17 
Access to Fresh Air Environmental 
Benefits 
4 3 
Aesthetics Environmental 
Benefits 
14 15 
Dog Recreation Social Benefits 1 6 
Relaxation and Social 
Interaction 
Social Benefits 8 16 
Reflection/Peace/Joy Social Benefits 10 7 
Exercise/Health Social Benefits 13 9 
Education Social Benefits 3 4 
Tourist Attraction Economic Benefits 5 2 
Employment Economic Benefits 2 1 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
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6.8 The Current State of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
The historical overview of parks in the City of Vancouver showed an increase in the area of 
concrete surfaces, hard landscaping and the number of physical structures on the parks. This trend 
was consistent with the observational studies undertaken during the field survey. The observationa l 
study also showed an increase in acreage of hard landscaping and paved surfaces such as parking 
lots, tarred roads, and paved areas.  
For example, the construction of the Vancouver Aquarium which was opened on June 15, 1956, 
contributed to the increase in paved concrete areas and physical structures on Stanley Park. The 
Vancouver Aquarium covers an area of about 100,000 square feet. In as much as these concrete 
surfaces, tarred roads, and physical structures have contributed immensely to the stimulation of 
human activities on the parks, it has also adversely affected their natural characteristics.  
There has also been an increase in the amount of storm water generated by the parks while reducing 
the amount of storm water absorbed. The presence of these physical structures and hard 
landscaping has, therefore, helped in improving the social functions of the parks but has adversely 
affected and limited the environmental functions.  
In summary, the research findings indicate that the three main functional roles of parks namely the 
social, environmental and economic complement each other while these three roles also conflict 
with each other. Therefore, the maximization of one role can adversely affect the functions of the 
other. Figure 6.8.1 below shows some of the hard landscaping, concrete surfaces, paved roads and 
physical structures in Stanley Park. 
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Figure 6.8.1-Hard Landscaping on Stanley Park 
 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
Despite the conflict between the economic, social and environmental functions of parks, both 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park continue to perform these multifunctional roles. Stanley 
Park currently serves as one of the largest tourist destinations in Canada. This helps to promote 
economic growth through the money spent by the tourists in the City of Vancouver. The park also 
serves as nature reserve whilst at the same time serving as a place for recreational activities such 
Pesdestrian Crossing Sitting Area at Entrance
Playground Area Aquarium 
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as cycling, jogging, and playing tennis. Figure 6.8.2 shows some of the multifunctional roles of 
Stanley Park. 
Figure 6.8.2-Examples of Multifunctional Roles of Stanley Park 
 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
Queen Elizabeth Park also combines its multifunctional role of promoting environmenta l 
preservation, social interaction, and economic activities. The park currently serves as a nature 
reserve with its beautiful quarry garden and greeneries. Social interactions and activities are 
Nature Reserve Playground
Tennis Court Sitting Area Along Bike Lanes
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promoted in the park through the provision of recreational facilities such as basketball courts, 
tennis court, and roller hockey court. The Bloedel Conservatory does not only serve as a tourist 
attraction but also serves as an educational resource. The park also provides recreation for children 
through its beautiful fountain. The off-leash dog park is an important space for dog recreation. 
Figure 6.8.3 shows some of the multifunctional activities undertaken in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
Figure 6.8.3-Examples of Multifunctional Roles of Queen Elizabeth Park 
 
Source: Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park Survey, 2014 
Quarry Garden Bloedel Conservatory
Tennis Court Fountain
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6.9 Summary of Findings and Potential Contribution to our Knowledge of Park Planning 
and Management in the Canadian Context 
Generally, park researchers such as Mowen et al. (2012), Kaczynski et al. (2011), Henderson et 
al. (1996) and McCormark et al. (2014) have done studies assessing park user characteristics such 
as race, gender, age and income status of park users. However, such studies are limited in the 
Canadian context. This part of the study, therefore, addresses the literature gap on park user 
characteristics within the Canadian context. It also serves as the basis for comparing results from 
other case studies.  
The demographic characteristics of park users are important factors in the use and management of 
parks. The results of the study indicated that the use of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park are dominated by the youthful population with an average age of 40 years and 39 years 
respectively. Mowen et al. (2012), for example, report similar results by demonstrating that older 
adults are less active compared to younger adults; thus, they are less likely to dominate in the use 
of parks.  
The findings of the research also showed that more males use Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park compared to their female counterparts. Generally, these results do not deviate from studies 
done by park researchers such as Arnold and Shinew (1998), Kaczynski et al. (2011) and 
Henderson et al. (1996). These researchers believe that women are among one of the disadvantaged 
when it comes to the use of parks. Therefore, there is the need for park administrators and 
policymakers to promote safety on parks in order to stimulate park use by women.  
Parks are important urban infrastructure used for aesthetic development, promoting social 
interaction and the preservation of the natural environments of cities. The multifunctional roles of 
parks are complimentary and at the same time conflicting. The findings of the study showed that 
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an increase in human activities adversely affects the movement of natural habitat on Stanley Park. 
The final part of the park user characteristics theme which focuses on the analysis of the 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and park user characteristics is 
presented in Chapter Seven. Table 6.9.1 shows the summary of the finding and recommendations 
from the univariate analysis.  
Table 6.9.1-Summary of Findings and Recommendations (Park User Characteristics-Part 
One) 
Research Questions  What is the relationship between park activities in Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park and the demographic characteristics of park users?  
 What are the implications for future park development and management?  
Findings of the Study  The survey in Stanley Park showed that 41.67% of park visitors were in the age 
cohorts of 18-34, 32.26% in the cohort of 35-49, 16.12% in the cohort of 50-64 and 
9.95% in the age cohort of 65+.  
 The survey in Queen Elizabeth Park, on the other hand, indicated that 48.43% of the 
survey respondents were in the age cohort of 18-34, 25.64 % in the cohort of 35-49, 
17.10% in the cohort of 50-64 and 8.84% in the cohort of 65+.   
 The study revealed that majority of park users in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park are within the youthful population. 
 According to the results, the majority of the users of Stanley Park (59.73%) were 
males, 48.4% were females while 1.87% were transgender.  
 Similar to Stanley Park, Queens Elizabeth Park had more males using the park than 
females.  
 The survey revealed that 53.46% of park users at Stanley Park were married whilst 
park users who were single, divorced or widowed comprised of 41.00%, 2.49%, and 
3.05% respectively. 
 43.87% of Queen Elizabeth Park users were married whilst park users who were 
single, divorced or widowed comprised of 50.71%, 4.00%, and 1.42% respectively.   
 The research findings showed a high employment rate among the visitors of both 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. 
 The unemployment rate for City of Vancouver in 2014 and 2015 (5.20% versus 
4.80%) is higher than the unemployment rate for users of Stanley Park (4.68%) and 
Queen Elizabeth Park (3.91%). 
 66.49% of Stanley Park users were Whites whilst Blacks and Aboriginal population 
consisted of 1.61% and 1.34% respectively. Stanley Park users who identified 
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themselves as Asians, Latinos and Multi-Racial also constituted 21.72%, 6.43%, and 
2.41% respectively. 
 The users of Queen Elizabeth Park who were Whites consisted of 53.56% while 
34.47% were Asians. Minority racial groups such as Blacks, Aboriginals, Latinos and 
the Multi-Racial group represented 1.99%, 1.42%, 5.41%, and 3.13% respectively. 
 49.19% of Stanley Park users were Christians while park users who were not affiliated 
with any religion consisted of 40.86%.   
 3.76% of the visitors of Stanley Park were Moslems and 3.23% were Buddhist. Jewish 
and Hindus consisted of 2.15% and 0.86% respectively. 
 Queen Elizabeth Park users who were not affiliated with any religion were 52.86% 
while 34.00% were Christians. Moslems consisted of 2.57% while Buddhists 
constituted 6.29%. Jews and Hindus were 2.29% and 2.00% respectively. 
 32.89% of Stanley Park users earned more than $100,000 a year while 24.22% of the 
Queen Elizabeth park users earned more than $100,000 per year.  
 34.93% of Stanley Park users visited the park from outside Canada. 
 Unlike Stanley Park, the majority of the users of Queen Elizabeth Park representing 
68.95 % visited the park from the City of Vancouver.  
 37.22% of Stanley Park users expect the City of Vancouver to provide financial 
resources for the development and management of parks.  Stanley Park users who 
recommend that the development and management of parks should be funded by the 
Federal Government, through user fees and donations constitute 14.43%, 6.09% , and 
7.65% respectively.   
 47.26% Queen Elizabeth Park users expect the development and management of the 
park to be funded by the City of Vancouver. Park users who believe funding should be 
generated from user fees and donations were 3.54% and 6.37% respectively. 
 41.32% of the users of Stanley Park visit the park with their private cars while 25.26% 
use public transit. Park users who visit Stanley Park through cycling and walking were 
8.16% and 21.32% respectively. 
 Similar to Stanley Park, the majority of the users in Queen Elizabeth Park visit the park 
using their private cars. Queen Elizabeth Park users who visit the park with their 
private cars constitute 54.79% while 17.81% walk to the park. 
 Park users who want Wi-Fi access in Stanley Park comprised of 51.80% whilst 48.20% 
opposed the provision of Wi-Fi on the Park.  
 Park users who were in favor of providing accessibility to Wi-Fi cited reasons such as 
improvement in communication, taking pictures, and uploading on social media. 
 Queen Elizabeth Park users who were in favor of the provision of Wi-Fi in the park 
were 53.16% while 46.84% opposed the idea.  The reasons cited park visitors for 
opposing the provision of Wi-Fi include the interference with nature and the fact that 
they already have internet data on their mobile phones. 
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 The social, economic and ecological functions of the parks are not only complementary 
also conflicting. 
 An increase in human activities on the parks adversely affects the movement of 
natural habitat. 
 Urban parks are, therefore, an important case study that helps in understanding the 
complexities involved in the concept of sustainable development.  
Recommendations  The use of parks is dominated by the youthful population; however, park and 
recreation agencies should make provision for park facilities such as senior citizens 
centers that will attract seniors to park spaces. 
 The major issues raised by the users of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park were 
related to issues of maintenance and safety. It is, therefore, important for the 
managers of these two parks to develop a maintenance plan in consultation with the 
park users to help improve these two areas of concern. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
Theme Three-Part Two: 
An Assessment of the Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics 
of Park Users and Park User Activities: Chi-squared Analysis  
7.0 Introduction  
This aspect of the study is a landmark study in landscape architecture, park planning, and 
management in the Canadian context. There is no earlier Canadian comparison point in public 
academic sources. The relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the 
type of park activities plays a significant role in describing the activity levels of parks (Mowen et 
al., 2012). These analytical results serve as the basis for park administrators and all relevant 
stakeholders to improve park activities based on the specific demographic characteristics of the 
park users. The findings of this part of the study will help park administrators and city authorit ies 
to develop more focused recreational programs and facilities. Mowen et al. (2012) note that despite 
the fact that theoretical evidence illustrates the importance of the environmental variables in the 
promotion of park use; there is limited research on the role of demographic characteristics in 
relation to different levels and types of park based activities. Cohen et al. (2007) describe public 
parks as important facilities which provide spaces for individuals to play, ride bicycles, walk, jog 
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and undertake a variety of other recreational activities. This chapter presents an analysis of the 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of the park users and the various park based 
activities in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. The statistical tests for the relationship 
between the demographic characteristics of the park users and park based activities were done 
using the Chi-squared analysis.  
7.1 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the Use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Active Walking 
 
The statistical tests indicated that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of the visitors to Stanley Park 
and the use of the park for active walking) is false at 95% confidence level. The relationship 
between demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status, gender, place of origin, 
race, religion, income, age, and active walking in Stanley Park is not statistically significant 
(P>0.05). Park administrators and managers must, therefore, be cautious in using the demographic 
characteristics as a major indicator in providing walking paths and trails in Stanley Park, since this 
may be minimally influenced by the demographic characteristics of the park users.  
 
Similar to the research findings of Stanley Park, the relationship between demographic 
characteristics such as employment, marital status, place of origin, race, religion, income, age, and 
the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking is not statistically significant (P>0.05). 
However, unlike Stanley Park, there is a statistically significant relationship between gender and 
the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking (P≤0.05). The statistical analysis indicated that 
females are more likely to walk in Queen Elizabeth Park than males. While 52.41% of females 
sometimes use Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking, it is 47.25% among males. Also, 
relatively more females (42.77%) often use Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking compared to 
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40.66% among males. The study further showed that 12.09% of males never use the park for active 
walking whilst it is less than 5% among females. There is enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis is false at 95% confidence interval. There is the need for further research to identify 
the factors that influence the relationship between gender and walking in Queen Elizabeth Park. 
The summary of the statistical analysis has been presented in Table 7.1.1 and Table 7.1.2 
respectively. 
 * Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active walking.  
   *Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active walking.  
Table 7.1.1- Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Active Walking 
   Active Walking (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.30 0.316 
  Full-time 8.06 53.08 38.86   
  Other 9.20 59.51 31.39   
Marital Status    2.73 0.255 
  Married 10.36 55.96 33.68   
  Other 5.95 55.36 38.69   
Gender    0.79 0.674 
  Male 9.68 54.30 36.02   
  Female 7.18 56.91 35.91   
Place of Origin    7.07 0.132 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 10.26 48.08 41.67   
  Within Canada 5.81 63.95 30.23   
  Outside Canada 8.40 59.54 32.06   
Race    0.12 0.941 
  White 8.87 55.24 35.89   
  Ethnic Minority 8.00 56.80 35.20   
Religion    4.12 0.390 
  Christians 9.84 57.38 32.79   
  Other Religion 13.51 45.95 40.54   
  No Religion 5.92 57.24 36.22   
Income    0.81 0.668 
  Under $50,000 7.38 59.02 33.61   
  Over $50,000 9.13 54.37 36.51   
Age    3.82 0.430 
  Under 30  9.09 60.91 30.00   
  30-40 8.65 57.69 33.65   
  Over 40 8.23 50.63 41.14   
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Table 7.1.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for Walking   
   Active Walking (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.02 0.989 
  Full-time 8.38 49.10 42.51   
  Other 8.70 49.46 41.85   
Marital Status    3.90 0.142 
  Married 7.79 44.16 48.05   
  Other 9.14 53.30 37.56   
Gender    5.88 0.053 
  Male 12.09 47.25 40.66   
  Female 4.82 52.41 42.77   
Place of Origin    6.46 0.167 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 8.90 45.91 45.20   
  Within Canada 8.11 64.86 27.03   
  Outside Canada 6.25 59.38 34.38   
Race    1.53 0.466 
  White 60.75 32.26 6.99   
  Ethnic Minority 60.74 28.83 10.43   
Religion    4.25 0.374 
  Christians 10.08 54.62 35.29   
  Other Religion 8.70 41.30 50.00   
  No Religion 7.57 47.57 44.86   
Income    2.68 0.262 
  Under $50,000 65.28 28.47 6.25   
  Over $50,000 57.77 32.04 10.19   
Age    6.95 0.138 
  Under 30  10.00 56.15 33.85   
  30-40 5.48 49.32 45.21   
  Over 40 8.78 43.24 47.97   
*Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking.  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active walking.  
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7.2 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Jogging  
 
The chi-square analysis indicated that there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis (Hₒ: 
there is no relationship between  marital status, gender, place of origin, race, age, and the use of 
Stanley Park for jogging) at 95% confidence interval. There is, therefore, a statistically significant 
relationship between marital status, gender, place of origin, race, age, and the use of Stanley Park 
for jogging (P≤0.05).  
 
Jogging is an important park activity that requires a lot of physical strength. The survey results 
indicated that park users who are single, divorced or widowed (19.05%) jog more often than park 
users who are married (10.36%). Also, the statistical analysis showed that males are more likely 
to jog in Stanley Park than females. Relatively, more males (19.35%) often jog in Stanley Park 
compared to females (8.84%). The results further showed that while 30.65% sometimes use 
Stanley Park for jogging, it is 19.89% among females. Additionally, 50% of male never use Stanley 
Park for jogging while is less than 71% among females. 
 
In terms of place of origin, park visitors from Vancouver are more likely to use Stanley Park for 
jogging than park visitors who came from outside Canada. The statistical test indicated that 
47.44% of park users from Vancouver often jog in Stanley Park compared to 67.94% of park users 
who visited the park from outside Canada. Overall, the statistical test showed that the younger age 
group are more likely to jog in Stanley Park than the older age group. The statistical analysis 
indicated that 15.45% of park users under the age of 30 years often jog in Stanley Park compared 
to 14.56% among park users who are 40 years and above. Also, 37.27% of park users below the  
age of 30 years sometimes jog in Stanley Park whilst it is 12.66% among park users above the age 
of 40 years. The survey results further indicated that ethnic minority groups such as Asians and 
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Blacks are more likely to jog in Stanley Park than Whites. The study indicated that 51.20% of 
ethnic minority groups never use Stanley Park for jogging compared to 64.52% of White s. 
Additionally, 34.40% of ethnic minority sometimes use Stanley Park for jogging while it is 20.97% 
among Whites. Park policies and management decisions targeted at improving jogging in Stanley 
Park must, therefore, take into consideration the marital status, the place of origin, race, and age 
of the park users.  
 
Finally, the chi-square analysis showed that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, religion, income, and the use of Stanley Park for jogging (P>0.05). There is not 
enough evidence to reject the null (Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic 
characteristics such as employment, religion, and income status of park users and jogging in 
Stanley Park) at 95% confidence interval. Thus, park management decision concerning jogging in 
Stanley Park will be minimally influenced by employment, religion, and income status of park 
users. Table 7.2.1 presents the results for the relationship between the demographic characterist ics 
of park users and jogging.  
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Table 7.2.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Jogging 
   Active Jogging (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.47 0.480 
  Full-time 57.82 26.07 16.11   
  Other 63.17 24.54 12.27   
Marital Status    13.73 0.001 
  Married 68.91 20.73 10.36   
  Other 50.00 30.95 19.05   
Gender    18.21 0.000 
  Male 50.00 30.65 19.35   
  Female 71.27 19.89 8.84   
Place of Origin    24.56 0.000 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 47.44 29.49 23.08   
  Within Canada 72.04 23.26 4.65   
  Outside Canada 67.94 21.27 10.69   
Race    8.34 0.015 
  White 64.52 20.97 14.52   
  Ethnic Minority 51.20 34.40 14.40   
Religion    6.23 0.183 
  Christians 65.03 21.86 13.11   
  Other Religion 67.57 24.32 8.11   
  No Religion 53.29 30.26 16.45   
Income    2.13 0.346 
  Under $50,000 62.30 27.05 10.66   
  Over $50,000 59.13 24.60 16.27   
Age    25.29 0.000 
  Under 30  47.27 37.27 15.45   
  30-40 55.77 30.77 13.46   
  Over 40 72.78 12.66 14.56   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics park users and the use of Stanley Park for active jogging.  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics park users and the use of Stanley Park for active jogging. 
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The chi-square analysis suggested that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, race, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for active jogging (P>0.5). This implies that there is not enough evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, place of origin, race, 
religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active jogging) at 95% confidence 
interval.  
However, the statistical analysis showed a significant relationship between gender, age, and active 
jogging in Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). The survey results indicated that males are more likely 
to jog in Queen Elizabeth Park than females. While 37.57% of males sometimes jog in Queen 
Elizabeth Park, it is 22.89% among females. Also, 54.14% of males never use Queen Elizabeth 
Park for jogging compared to 68.07% of females.   
 
Furthermore, park users below the age of 30 years are more likely to jog in Queen Elizabeth Park 
than park users above the age of 40 years. The study showed that twice the number of Queen 
Elizabeth park users below the age of 30 years jog more often than park users above the age of 40 
years. Also, among the park users who never jog in Queen Elizabeth Park, 53.85% are below the 
age of 30 years whilst 73.47% are above the age of 40 years. Additionally, 36.15% of park users 
below the age of 30 years sometimes use Queen Elizabeth Park for jogging compared to 21.09% 
of the park users above the age of 40 years. Similar to the findings of Stanley Park, the younger 
age group among Queen Elizabeth Park users are more likely to use the park for jogging than the 
older age group. Demographic characteristics such as age and gender are, therefore, important 
determinants of park based activities such as jogging which requires a lot of physical strength. The 
statistical analysis of the relationship between the demographic characteristics of Queen Elizabeth 
Park users and jogging has been presented in Table 7.2.2.  
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Table 7.2.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for Jogging   
   Active Jogging (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.51 0.470 
  Full-time 58.08 31.74 10.18   
  Other 63.39 29.51 7.10   
Marital Status    3.06 0.217 
  Married 66.01 26.8 7.19   
  Other 56.85 33.5 9.64   
Gender    8.93 0.012 
  Male 54.14 37.57 8.29   
  Female 68.07 22.89 9.04   
Place of Origin    6.86 0.144 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 57.86 32.14 10.00   
  Within Canada 70.27 24.32 5.41   
  Outside Canada 75.00 25.00 0.00   
Race    1.53 0.466 
  White 60.75 32.26 6.99   
  Ethnic Minority 60.74 28.83 10.43   
Religion    0.89 0.926 
  Christians 63.56 27.97 8.47   
  Other Religion 58.7 30.43 10.87   
  No Religion 60.00 31.89 8.11   
Income    2.68 0.262 
  Under $50,000 65.28 28.47 6.25   
  Over $50,000 57.77 32.04 10.19   
Age    17.73 0.001 
  Under 30  53.85 36.15 10.00   
  30-40 47.95 39.73 12.33   
  Over 40 73.47 21.09 5.44   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and jogging in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and jogging in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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7.3 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Biking 
 
Overall, the relationship between employment, marital status, gender, religion, income, age, and 
biking in Stanley Park was not statistically significant (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, 
marital status, gender, religion, income, age, and biking in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence 
level.  
 
The chi-square analysis further showed that there is a statistically significant relationship between 
place of origin, race, and the use of Stanley Park for biking (P≤0.05). The study showed that park 
users from Vancouver are more likely to bike in Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada. 
The results showed that 26.28% of park visitors from Vancouver often bike in Stanley Park while 
it is less than 10% among the tourists from outside Canada.  
 
Also, among the park users who never bike, 28.85% were from Vancouver compared to 60.31% 
from outside Canada. Generally, park users who live in Vancouver have access to their own 
bicycles and other recreational equipment. These categories of users, therefore, do not have much 
constraint when it comes to accessibility to recreational equipment such as bicycles. During the 
field visits, the interactions with some of the tourists showed that most of the tourists do not have 
adequate information on where to rent recreational equipment such as bicycles. It is also costly for 
these tourists to travel with their recreational equipment; thus, limiting their ability to participate 
in active sports such as biking. Park administrators and managers must, therefore, improve the 
information flow on the rental options for recreational equipment for tourists. With regard to race, 
the statistical test showed that it is more likely for ethnic minority groups such as Blacks and 
Asians to bike in Stanley Park than Whites. The survey results indicated that ethnic minor ity 
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(16.80%) which include Asians and Blacks bike more often than Whites (15.78%).  Also, among 
the parks users who were Whites 52.42% never bike in Stanley Park while the ethnic minor ity 
groups constituted 37.60%. The statistical analysis for demographic characteristics and biking in 
Stanley Park has been presented in Table 7.3.1.  
Table 7.3.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use  of Stanley Park for Biking 
   Active Biking (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.72 0.422 
  Full-time 45.02 36.97 18.01   
  Other 50.31 36.20 13.50   
Marital Status    3.67 0.160 
  Married 51.81 35.23 12.95   
  Other 42.26 39.88 17.86   
Gender    2.90 0.234 
  Male 43.55 39.78 16.67   
  Female 51.93 32.04 16.02   
Place of Origin    42.15 0.000 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 28.85 44.87 26.28   
  Within Canada 61.63 30.23 8.14   
  Outside Canada 60.31 30.53 9.16   
Race    8.21 0.016 
  White 52.42 31.85 15.73   
  Ethnic Minority 37.60 45.60 16.80   
Religion    1.97 0.742 
  Christians 49.73 36.61 13.66   
  Other Religion 48.65 32.43 18.92   
  No Religion 44.08 38.16 17.76   
Income    1.79 0.407 
  Under $50,000 50.00 31.97 18.03   
  Over $50,000 46.03 38.89 15.08   
Age    7.59 0.107 
  Under 30  40.00 42.73 17.27   
  30-40 43.27 39.42 17.31   
  Over 40 55.70 30.38 13.92   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and biking in Stanley Park.  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and biking in Stanley Park.  
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In examining the relationships, the chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant 
relationship between marital status, gender, place of origin, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for biking (P≤0.05).Consequently, there is enough evidence that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is 
no relationship between marital status, gender, place of origin, and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for biking) is false at 95% confidence level. The results showed that park users who are single, 
divorced or widowed are more like to bike in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users who are 
married. The statistical analysis indicated that while 14.21% of park users who are single, divorced 
or widowed bike often in Queen Elizabeth Park, it is 6.26% among park users who are married.  
 
The survey results further indicated that males are more likely to bike in Queen Elizabeth Park 
than females. Relatively, more males (14.29%) often bike in Queen Elizabeth Park compared to 
7.23% among females. Also, the results showed that 52.75% of males never use the park for biking 
while it is less than 66% among females. Additionally, park users who visit the park from 
Vancouver are more likely to bike in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users from outside Canada. 
The study showed that 11.74% of park users from Vancouver often bike in Queen Elizabeth Park 
compared to 3.13% of park user from outside Canada. Also, among the park users of Queen 
Elizabeth Park who never bike, 53.74% were from Vancouver while 78.13% were from outside 
Canada.  
 
These findings are consistent with that of Stanley Park; thus, indicating that indigenous park users 
bike more than park users who are tourists. Finally, the chi-square analysis indicated that there is 
no statistically significant relationship between employment, race, religion, income, age, and 
biking in Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). There is, therefore, not enough evidence to suggest that 
the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, race, religion, income, age, 
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and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for biking) is false at 95% confidence level. The statistica l 
analysis on the relationship between the demographic characteristics of Queen Elizabeth Park 
users and biking has been showed in Table 7.3.2.  
 
Table 7.3.2-Demographic Characteristics and the  use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for Biking    
   Active Biking (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P Value 
Employment    5.19 0.074 
  Full-time 52.69 34.73 12.57   
  Other 64.67 26.09 9.24   
Marital Status      
  Married 64.29 29.22 6.49 6.17 0.046 
  Other 54.82 30.96 14.21   
Gender    7.41 0.025 
  Male 52.75 32.97 14.29   
  Female 65.66 27.11 7.23   
Place of Origin    17.42 0.002 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 53.74 34.52 11.74   
  Within Canada 81.08 8.11 10.81   
  Outside Canada 78.13 18.75 3.13   
Race    0.81 0.666 
  White 60.96 28.34 10.70   
  Ethnic Minority 56.44 32.52 11.04   
Religion    4.71 0.319 
  Christians 63.03 23.53 13.45   
  Other Religion 58.70 30.43 10.87   
  No Religion 56.22 34.59 9.19   
Income    0.05 0.977 
  Under $50,000 58.33 30.56 11.11   
  Over $50,000 59.42 29.95 10.63   
Age    8.68 0.07 
  Under 30  54.62 32.31 13.08   
  30-40 52.05 31.51 16.44   
  Over 40 66.22 27.70 6.08   
*Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and biking in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and biking in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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7.4 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Rollerblading  
 
The statistical tests showed that there is a statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, age, and the use of Stanley Park for rollerblad ing 
(P≤0.05). The results indicated that park users who are full-time employed are more likely to use 
Stanley Park for rollerblading than park users who are students, unemployed, retired, and 
seasonally employed. While 4.74% of park users who are full-time employed often use Stanley 
Park for rollerblading, it is 1.84% among park users who are students, unemployed, retired, and 
seasonally employed. Also, park users who are single, divorced, and widowed are more likely to 
use Stanley Park for rollerblading than park users who are married. The results showed that 5.95% 
of park users who are single, divorced, and widowed often use Stanley Park for rollerblading while 
it is less than 2% among park users who are married.  
 
The statistical analysis further indicated that park users from the City of Vancouver are more likely 
to use Stanley Park for rollerblading than park users from outside Canada. The study showed that 
6.41% of park users from the City of Vancouver use Stanley Park for rollerblading compared to 
0.76% of park users from outside Canada. In terms of age, the research findings indicated that 
younger population are more likely to engage in rollerblading in Stanley Park than the older 
population. The results indicated that 5.45% of park users under the age of 30 years often engage 
in rollerblading in Stanley Park compared to 1.90% of park users who are above the age of 40 
years. The result further showed that 78.18% of park users who are below the age of 30 years never 
use Stanley Park for rollerblading compared to 91.14% of park users who are above the age of 40 
years. There is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between employment, marital status, place of origin, age, and the use of Stanley Park for 
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rollerblading) is false at 95% confidence interval. Also, the chi-square analysis indicated that there 
is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
gender, race, religion, income and the use of Stanley Park for rollerblading) is false at 95% 
confidence level. Table 7.4.1 shows the relationship between the demographic characteristics of 
park users and the use of Stanley Park for rollerblading.  
Table 7.4.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Rollerblading 
   Roller Blading (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    7.41 0.025 
  Full-time 86.26 9.00 4.74   
  Other 80.98 17.18 1.84   
Marital Status    5.95 0.051 
  Married 87.56 10.88 1.55   
  Other 80.36 13.69 5.95   
Gender    0.06 0.970 
  Male 83.87 12.37 3.76   
  Female 83.98 12.71 3.31   
Place of Origin    19.56 0.001 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 74.36 19.23 6.41   
  Within Canada 88.37 9.30 2.33   
  Outside Canada 92.37 6.87 0.76   
Race    4.24 0.120 
  White 86.69 10.48 2.82   
  Ethnic Minority 78.4 16.80 4.80   
Religion    0.76 0.944 
  Christians 84.7 12.57 2.73   
  Other Religion 81.08 13.51 5.41   
  No Religion 84.21 12.50 3.29   
Income    4.99 0.082 
  Under $50,000 77.87 17.21 4.92   
  Over $50,000 86.9 10.32 2.78   
Age    9.94 0.041 
  Under 30  78.18 16.36 5.45   
  30-40 80.77 15.38 3.85   
  Over 40 91.14 6.96 1.90   
*Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for rollerblading 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for rollerblading 
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Statistically, there is no significant relationship between employment, marital status, place of 
origin, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading (P>0.05). There is 
not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for rollerblading) is false at 95% confidence level. Furthermore, the statistical analysis indicated 
that there is a statistically significant relationship between gender, race, age, and the use of Queen 
Elizabeth Park for rollerblading (P≤0.05).  The survey results showed that males are more likely 
to use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading than females. The study indicated that 10.99% of 
males sometimes use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading compared to 3.01% of females.   
 
Additionally, park users who belong to ethnic minority groups such as Blacks and Asians are more 
likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading than park users who are Whites.  The results 
of the survey showed that the ethnic minority (2.45%) use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblad ing 
more often than Whites (1.07%). Also, the statistical analysis indicated that 94.65% of Whites 
never use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading while it is less than 87% among the ethnic 
minority group.  
 
Similar to Stanley Park users, the statistical analysis showed that park users under the age of 30 
years are more likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading than park users above the age 
of 40 years. The statistical analysis indicated that while 10.77% of park users under the age of 30 
years sometimes use Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading, it is 4.73% among park users above  
the age of 40 years. Park users below the age of 30 years who never engage in rollerblad ing 
constitute 88.46% while those above the age of 40 years who never engage in roller blading are 
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95.27%. The bivariate analysis of the association between demographic characteristics and 
rollerblading in Queen Elizabeth Park has been presented in Table 7.4.2.  
Table 7.4.2-Demographic Characteristics and the of Queen Elizabeth Park for 
Rollerblading 
   Rollerblading (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    3.32 0.190 
  Full-time 89.22 9.58 1.20   
  Other 92.93 4.89 2.17   
Marital Status    1.87 0.393 
  Married 93.51 5.19 1.30   
  Other 89.34 8.63 2.03   
Gender    8.29 0.016 
  Male 87.36 10.99 1.65   
  Female 95.18 3.01 1.81   
Place of Origin    1.72 0.788 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 90.75 7.47 1.78   
  Within Canada 89.19 8.11 2.70   
  Outside Canada 96.88 3.13 0.00   
Race    6.13 0.047 
  White 94.65 4.28 1.07   
  Ethnic Minority 87.12 10.43 2.45   
Religion    4.58 0.333 
  Christians 91.6 5.04 3.36   
  Other Religion 89.13 8.70 2.17   
  No Religion 91.13 8.11 0.54   
Income    2.05 0.359 
  Under $50,000 93.06 4.86 2.08   
  Over $50,000 89.86 8.70 1.45   
Age    18.85 0.001 
  Under 30  88.46 10.77 0.77   
  30-40 87.67 5.48 6.85   
  Over 40 95.27 4.73 0.00   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park. for rollerblading 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for rollerblading 
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7.5 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use 
of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Active Field Sports 
 
In examining the relationships, the statistical tests showed a significant relationship between 
gender, place of origin, race, age, and the use of Stanley Park for active field sports (P≤0.05). The 
results indicated that males are more likely to use Stanley Park for active field sports than females. 
The study showed that more males (4.84%) often engage in active field sports in Stanley Park 
compared to 2.76% among females. Also, 74.73% of males never engage in active field sports in 
Stanley Park while it is 86.19% among females.  The place of origin of park users is also an 
important determinant of the use of Stanley Park for active field sports. The users of Stanley Park 
coming from Vancouver who often engages in active field sports constitute 5.77% while those 
from outside Canada are 0.76%. Also, park users coming from Vancouver who never engage in 
active field sports consist of 73.72% with those coming from outside Canada constituting 87.79%.  
 
Generally, tourists visit parks to enjoy facilities that cannot be easily accessed in their home 
countries or communities. This justifies why the participation of tourists in active field sports is 
minimal since these facilities are mostly accessible in their home countries. Park administra tors 
must, therefore, develop unique facilities, activities and characteristics of parks in order to 
stimulate tourist attraction.  
 
The statistical test further showed that park users under the age of 30 years are more likely to use 
Stanley Park for active field sports than park users over the age of 40 years. The visitors of Stanley 
Park below the age of 30 years who often engage in active field sports were twice the number of 
park users who were above the age of 40 years. Overall, the finding of this study is showing a 
pattern where park activities that require more physical strength are dominated by the youthful 
population. Overall, the chi-square analysis showed that there is no statistically significant 
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relationship between employment, marital status, religion, income, and the use of Stanley Park for 
active field sports (P>0.05). Table 7.5.1 shows a summary of the statistical analysis of 
demographic characteristics and active field sports in Stanley Park. 
Table 7.5.1-Demographic Characteristics  and the use of Stanley  Park for Active Field Sports   
   Active Field Sports (%)      
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value  
Employment    2.05 0.359  
  Full-time 81.04 14.22 4.74    
  Other 79.75 17.79 2.45    
Marital Status    4.10 0.129  
  Married 83.94 11.92 4.15    
  Other 76.79 19.64 3.57    
Gender    7.64 0.022  
  Male 74.73 20.43 4.84    
  Female 86.19 11.05 2.76    
Place of Origin    10.70 0.030  
  Vancouver/Metro Van 73.72 20.51 5.77    
  Within Canada 81.4 13.95 4.65    
  Outside Canada 87.79 11.45 0.76    
Race    6.71 0.035  
  White 83.06 12.50 4.44    
  Ethnic Minority 75.20 22.40 2.40    
Religion    3.23 0.512  
  Christians 83.06 13.66 3.28    
  Other Religion 81.08 18.92 0.00    
  No Religion 77.63 17.76 4.61    
Income    2.73 0.256  
  Under $50,000 80.33 18.03 1.64    
  Over $50,000 80.56 14.68 4.76    
Age    13.52 0.009  
  Under 30  73.64 21.82 4.55    
  30-40 75.96 20.19 3.85    
  Over 40 89.24 7.59 2.16    
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active field sports 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active field sports 
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Similar to the research findings of Stanley Park, the statistical analysis showed that demographic 
characteristics such as gender and age are important determinants of the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for active field sports. Statistically, there is a significant relationship between gender, age, 
and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active field sport (P≤0.05). The results indicated that males 
are more likely to engage in active field sports in Queen Elizabeth Park than females. While 6.04% 
of males often engage in active field sports in the park, it is 2.41% among females. Also, 68.13% 
of males never engage in active field sports in Queen Elizabeth Park compared to 86.75% among 
females.  
 
Similar to Stanley Park users, the survey results showed that park users under the age of 30 years 
are more likely to engage in active field sports in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users above the 
age of 40 years. Park users below the age of 30 years (6.15%) engage in active field sports more 
often than the visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park above the age of 40 years (2.03%). Additiona lly, 
among the users of Queen Elizabeth Park who never engage in active field sports, 70.00% were 
below the age of 30 years while 89.19% were above the age of 40 years.  
 
The statistical analysis further showed that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status, place of origin, race, religion, 
income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active field sports (P>0.05). Therefore, there is 
not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, race, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for active field sports) is false at 95% confidence level. The statistical analysis of the 
relationship between demographic characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active 
field sports has been presented in Table 7.5.2.  
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Table 7.5.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth  Park for Active 
Field Sports 
   Active Field Sports (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.25 0.882 
  Full-time 77.25 17.96 4.79   
  Other 77.17 19.02 3.80   
Marital Status    5.45 0.066 
  Married 83.12 13.64 3.25   
  Other 72.59 22.34 5.08   
Gender    16.99 0.000 
  Male 68.13 25.82 6.04   
  Female 86.75 10.84 2.41   
Place of Origin    7.31 0.120 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 74.38 20.64 4.98   
  Within Canada 83.78 13.51 2.70   
  Outside Canada 93.75 6.25 0.00   
Race    2.52 0.284 
  White 80.21 15.51 4.28   
  Ethnic Minority 73.62 22.09 4.29   
Religion    0.55 0.968 
  Christians 78.99 17.63 3.36   
  Other Religion 76.09 19.57 4.35   
  No Religion 76.22 18.92 4.86   
Income    0.66 0.717 
  Under $50,000 79.17 17.36 3.47   
  Over $50,000 75.85 19.32 4.83   
Age    21.65 0.000 
  Under 30  70.00 23.85 6.15   
  30-40 65.75 28.77 5.48   
  Over 40 89.19 8.78 2.03   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active field sports 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active field sports 
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7.6 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the Use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Active Court Sports 
 
The chi-square analyses showed a statistically significant relationship between employment, 
gender, place of origin, income, age, and the use of Stanley Park for active court sports (P≤0.05). 
The results indicated that park users who are students, unemployed, retired, and seasonally 
employed are likely to use Stanley Park for active court sports than park users who are full- t ime 
employed. The statistical analysis showed that 19.02% of park users who are students, 
unemployed, retired, and seasonally employed sometimes use Stanley Park for active court sports 
compared to 10.43% among park users who are full-time employed.  
 
In terms of gender, males are more likely to use Stanley Park for active court sports than females. 
While 18.92% of males sometimes engage in active court sports in the park, it is 9.39% among 
females. Also, 77.96% of males never use Stanley Park for active court sports while it is 85.64% 
among females.  
 
Additionally, the survey results indicated that park users who visited Stanley Park from Vancouver 
are more likely to engage in active court sports than those from outside Canada. The results showed 
that 6.41% of park users from Vancouver often engage in active court sports while it is less than 
2% among tourists who came from outside Canada. The study further indicated that park users 
with higher income are more likely to engage in active court sports in Stanley Park than those with 
lower income. The results indicated that 4.37% of park users of Stanley Park who often engage in 
active court sports earn above $50,000 while 3.28% of the park users earn below $50,000 a year.  
With regard to age, the statistical analysis showed that park users below the age of 30 years are 
more likely to use Stanley Park for active court sport than park users above the age of 40 years. 
The survey results showed that Stanley Park users below the age of 30 years who often play active 
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court sports were twice as many as those who were above 40 years. Table 7.6.1 show the summary 
of the statistical analysis of demographic characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Active 
Court Sports.  
Table 7.6.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use  of Stanley Park for Active Court Sports   
   Active Court Sports (%)      
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value  
Employment    5.78 0.056  
  Full-time 85.78 10.43 3.79    
  Other 76.69 19.02 4.29    
Marital Status    5.06 0.08  
  Married 86.01 11.40 2.59    
  Other 77.38 16.67 5.95    
Gender    7.09 0.029  
  Male 77.96 18.82 3.23    
  Female 85.64 9.39 4.97    
Place of Origin    13.46 0.009  
  Vancouver/Metro Van 73.72 19.87 6.41    
  Within Canada 86.05 10.47 3.49    
  Outside Canada 89.31 9.16 1.53    
Race    3.18 0.204  
  White 84.27 12.10 3.60    
  Ethnic Minority 76.80 18.40 4.80    
Religion    2.82 0.588  
  Christians 83.06 12.02 4.92    
  Other Religion 78.38 18.92 2.70    
  No Religion 81.58 15.79 2.63    
Income    6.04 0.049  
  Under $50,000 76.23 20.49 3.28    
  Over $50,000 84.52 11.11 4.37    
Age    15.01 0.005  
  Under 30  74.55 18.18 7.27    
  30-40 79.81 19.23 0.96    
  Over 40 88.61 7.59 3.80    
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active court sports 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for active court sports 
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Statistically, the relationship between gender, place of origin, age, and playing active court sports 
in Queen Elizabeth Park is significant (P≤0.05). Similar to the findings of Stanley Park, park 
visitors who are males are more likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports than 
females. The statistical analysis indicated that 18.68% of males often engage in active court sports 
in Queen Elizabeth Park compared to females (7.83%). Also, 47.80% of males never engage in 
active court sports in Queen Elizabeth Park compared to 73.49% among females.  
 
Additionally, the place of origin of park users is also an important factor contributing to the use of 
Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports. The study indicated that park users from Vancouver 
are more likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports than park users from outside 
Canada. The visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park who came from Vancouver (15.66%) play active 
court sports more often than the tourists who came from outside Canada (3.13%). Queen Elizabeth 
Park users from Vancouver who never play active court sports constitute 54.80%. On the other 
hand, 90.63% of the park users who came from outside Canada never engage in active court sports.  
 
Unlike Stanley Park users, visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park above the age of 40 years (16.89%) 
play active court sports more often than users below the age of 30 years (10.77%). However, 
among the park users who never engage in active court sports, 60.00% were below the age of 30 
years with those above age 40 years constituting 64.19%. The study further showed that in as much 
as the adult population frequently play active court sports, most of the youthful population 
sometimes engage in active court sports.   
 
Finally, the chi-square analysis indicated that statistically, there is no significant relationship 
between employment, marital status, race, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for active court sports (P>0.05). There is, therefore, not enough evidence to suggest that the null 
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hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, race, religion, income , 
and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports) is false at 95% confidence level. Table 
7.6.2 shows the relationship between demographic characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for active court sports such as tennis and basketball.  
Table 7.6.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for Active Court 
Sports 
   Active Court Sports (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.92 0.631 
  Full-time 57.49 28.14 14.37   
  Other 62.50 25.00 12.50   
Marital Status    1.84 0.398 
  Married 63.64 25.32 11.04   
  Other 57.36 27.41 15.23   
Gender    24.34 0.000 
  Male 47.80 33.52 18.68   
  Female 73.49 18.67 7.83   
Place of Origin    18.89 0.001 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 54.80 29.54 15.66   
  Within Canada 72.97 21.62 5.41   
  Outside Canada 90.63 6.25 3.13   
Race    4.59 0.100 
  White 65.24 22.99 11.76   
  Ethnic Minority 53.99 30.67 15.34   
Religion    1.75 0.782 
  Christians 61.34 23.53 15.13   
  Other Religion 54.35 32.61 13.04   
  No Religion 60.54 27.03 12.43   
Income    1.49 0.475 
  Under $50,000 63.89 23.61 12.50   
  Over $50,000 57.49 28.50 14.01   
Age    10.15 0.038 
  Under 30  60.00 29.23 10.77   
  30-40 52.05 36.99 10.96   
  Over 40 64.19 18.92 16.89   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for active court sports 
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7.7 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Unorganized Play 
 
The chi-square analysis showed that statistically there is no significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Stanley Park for 
unorganized play (P>0.05). Therefore, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, 
income, age, and the use of Stanley Park for unorganized play) is false at 95% confidence level. 
However, the statistical tests indicated that the relationship between place of origin and the use of 
Stanley Park for unorganized active play is highly significant (P≤0.05).  
 
In examining the relationship between place of origin and the use of Stanley Park for unorganized 
play, the chi-square analysis indicated that park users from Vancouver are more likely to use 
Stanley Park for unorganized play than park users from outside Canada. While 9.62% of park users 
from Vancouver often use Stanley Park for unorganized play, it is 3.82% among park users from 
outside Canada. Also, relatively, more park users from Vancouver (29.49%) sometimes use 
Stanley Park for unorganized play compared to 14.50% among the park users from outside Canada. 
Furthermore, the results showed that 60.90% of the park users from Vancouver never use Stanley 
Park for unorganized play while 81.68% are from outside Canada. There is enough evidence to 
suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin and the use of 
Stanley Park for unorganized play) is false at 95% confidence interval. The summary of the 
statistical analysis of demographic characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for unorganized play 
has been shown in Table 7.7.1.  
 
 
 214 
 
Table 7.7.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use  of Stanley Park for Unorganized Play 
   Unorganized Play (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.52 0.283 
  Full-time 72.51 18.96 8.53   
  Other 68.71 25.15 6.13   
Marital Status    5.58 0.062 
  Married 75.65 18.13 6.22   
  Other 64.29 26.19 9.52   
Gender    1.31 0.519 
  Male 68.82 23.66 7.53   
  Female 73.48 18.78 7.73   
Place of Origin    15.90 0.003 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 60.90 29.49 9.62   
  Within Canada 72.09 18.60 9.30   
  Outside Canada 81.68 14.50 3.82   
Race    4.44 0.109 
 White 73.39 18.55 8.06   
  Ethnic Minority 65.60 28.00 6.40   
Religion    4.84 0.304 
  Christians 74.32 18.58 7.10   
  Other Religion 62.16 24.32 13.51   
  No Religion 69.08 25.00 5.92   
Income    0.26 0.878 
  Under $50,000 72.13 21.31 6.56   
  Over $50,000 70.24 21.83 7.94   
Age    8.48 0.076 
  Under 30  64.55 25.45 10.00   
  30-40 65.38 26.92 7.69   
  Over 40 78.48 15.82 5.70   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for unorganized play  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for unorganized play 
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Overall, the chi-square analysis showed that there is no statistically significant relationship 
between marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for unorganized active play (P>0.05). Consequently, there is not enough evidence to suggest that 
the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no statistically significant relationship between marital status, 
gender, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized active 
play) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
The statistical analysis, however, showed a statistically significant relationship between 
employment, place of origin and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized active play 
(P≤0.05).  The survey results indicated that park users who are full-time employed are more likely 
to use Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized play than park users who are students, unemployed, 
retired, and voluntarily employed. The results of the study showed that 10.18% of park users who 
are full-time employed often engage in unorganized play compared to 7.07% among park users 
who are students, unemployed, retired, and voluntarily employed 
 
Furthermore, the statistical analysis indicated that park users from Vancouver are more likely to 
use Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized play than park users from outside Canada. The study 
showed that while 33.45% of park users from Vancouver sometimes use the park for unorganized 
play, it is 12.50% among park users from outside Canada. Also, the survey results indicated that 
among the park users who never use Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized active play, 57.30% 
were from Vancouver while 87.50% were from outside Canada. The bivariate analysis of 
demographic characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized play have been 
presented in Table 7.7.2.  
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Table 7.7.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for Unorganized 
Active Play 
   Unorganized Active Play (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    9.86 0.007 
  Full-time 52.69 37.13 10.18   
  Other 69.02 23.91 7.07   
Marital Status    2.77 0.251 
  Married 64.29 29.87 5.84   
  Other 58.88 30.46 10.66   
Gender    4.05 0.132 
  Male 57.14 35.16 7.69   
  Female 65.06 25.30 9.64   
Place of Origin    12.87 0.012 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 57.30 33.45 9.25   
  Within Canada 67.57 21.62 10.81   
  Outside Canada 87.5 12.50 0.00   
Race    0.42 0.811 
  White 59.89 31.02 9.09   
  Ethnic Minority 63.19 28.83 7.98   
Religion    4.26 0.371 
  Christians 67.23 23.53 9.24   
  Other Religion 54.35 34.78 10.87   
  No Religion 59.46 32.97 7.57   
Income    0.02 0.988 
  Under $50,000 61.11 30.56 8.33   
  Over $50,000 61.35 29.95 8.70   
Age    7.19 0.126 
  Under 30  60.00 29.23 10.77   
  30-40 50.68 39.73 9.59   
  Over 40 67.57 26.35 6.08   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized play  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for unorganized play 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 217 
 
7.8 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park as a Playground  
 
The study results indicated that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, 
age, and the use of Stanley Park as a playground (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough evidence to 
suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, 
gender, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Stanley Park as a playground) is false at 95% 
confidence level.  
 
Statistically, there is a highly significant relationship between the place of origin of park users and 
the use of Stanley Park as a playground (P≤0.05). Overall, park users from Vancouver are more 
likely to use the playground in Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada.  The study 
indicated that more park users from Vancouver (17.31%) often use Stanley Park as a playground 
compared to 6.87% among park users from outside Canada. The study further showed that among 
Stanley Park users who never use the playground, 51.92% were from Vancouver while 76.34% of 
the park users were from outside Canada. Also, 30.77% of park users from Vancouver sometimes 
use Stanley Park as a playground, compared to 16.79% among park users from outside Canada. 
The summary of the statistical analysis has been presented in Table 7.8.1. 
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Table 7.8.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park as a Playground 
   Playground (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.56 0.278 
  Full-time 63.98 23.70 12.32   
  Other 56.44 30.67 12.88   
Marital Status    2.78 0.250 
  Married 56.48 29.02 14.51   
  Other 64.88 24.40 10.71   
Gender    4.59 0.101 
  Male 66.13 23.12 10.75   
  Female 55.25 29.83 14.92   
Place of Origin    22.33 0.00 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 51.92 30.77 17.31   
  Within Canada 52.33 34.88 12.79   
  Outside Canada 76.34 16.79 6.87   
Race    3.68 0.159 
  White 64.11 25.00 10.89   
  Ethnic Minority 54.40 29.60 16.00   
Religion    2.98 0.561 
  Christians 57.38 27.87 14.75   
  Other Religion 62.16 24.32 13.51   
  No Religion 64.47 26.32 9.21   
Income    2.03 0.363 
  Under $50,000 58.20 31.15 10.66   
  Over $50,000 61.90 24.60 13.49   
Age    6.94 0.139 
  Under 30  62.73 25.45 11.82   
  30-40 52.88 27.88 19.23   
  Over 40 63.92 27.22 8.86   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park a playground  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park as a playground 
 
7.9 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park for Fishing  
 
The proximity of water body to Stanley Park makes fishing an important park activity. The 
statistical analysis indicated that there is no significant relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of the park users and the use of Stanley Park for fishing (P>0.05). It can, therefore, 
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be concluded that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of the park users and the use of Stanley Park 
for fishing) is false at 95% confidence level. Generally, the influence of demographic 
characteristics on the promotion of fishing activities in Stanley Park will be minimal. The statistica l 
analysis has been shown in Table 6.7.9.1. 
Table 7.9.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use  of Stanley Park for Fishing  
   Fishing (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.98 0.225 
  Full-time 95.73 3.32 0.95   
  Other 91.41 6.75 1.84   
Marital Status    1.25 0.536 
  Married 93.26 5.70 1.04   
  Other 94.64 3.57 1.79   
Gender    3.02 0.221 
  Male 92.47 6.45 1.08   
  Female 95.58 2.76 1.66   
Place of Origin    1.27 0.866 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 92.95 5.13 1.92   
  Within Canada 93.02 5.81 1.16   
  Outside Canada 95.42 3.82 0.76   
Race    0.64 0.725 
  White 93.95 4.44 1.61   
  Ethnic Minority 93.6 5.6 0.8   
Religion    5.99 0.200 
  Christians 91.8 6.59 1.64   
  Other Religion 91.89 8.11 0.00   
  No Religion 97.37 1.97 0.66   
Income    0.37 0.831 
  Under $50,000 94.26 4.92 0.82   
  Over $50,000 93.65 4.76 1.59   
Age    9.13 0.058 
  Under 30  90.91 7.27 1.82   
  30-40 96.15 0.96 2.88   
  Over 40 94.30 5.70 0.00   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for fishing 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for fishing 
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7.10 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Dog walking 
 
 The statistical tests showed that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of 
Stanley Park for dog walking) is false at 95% confidence level. The chi-square analysis, therefore, 
indicated that there is no statistically significant relationship between employment, marital status, 
gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Stanley Park for dog walking 
(P>0.05). This implies that demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status and 
gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, and age may minimally influence park management 
decisions on the improvement of dog walking in Stanley Park.  
 
Unlike Stanley Park, the chi-square analysis suggested that there is a statistically significant 
relationship between employment, marital status, place of origin, race, age, and the use of Queen 
Elizabeth Park for dog walking (P≤0.05).  Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, place of origin, race, 
age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
The statistical analysis showed that park users who are full-time employed (16.17%) walk their 
dogs in Queen Elizabeth Park more often than the aggregate of other employment categories 
(10.87%). Married couples also tend to use Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking more often than 
park visitors who are single, divorced or widowed. The results further indicated that married 
couples who often use Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking were twice the number of users who 
were single, divorced or widowed (18.18% versus 9.64%). 
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Additionally, the study showed that park users from Vancouver are more likely to use Queen 
Elizabeth Park for dog walking than park users from outside Canada.  Park users from Vancouver 
who often walk their dogs in Queen Elizabeth Park were three times more than those who came 
from outside Canada (15.66% versus 3.13%). Also, among the park users who never walked their 
dogs in Queen Elizabeth Park, 71.89% were from Vancouver whilst 93.75% came from outside 
Canada.  
 
With regard to race, Whites are likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking than ethnic 
minority groups such as Blacks and Asians. The results indicated that Whites (15.51%) often use 
Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking than the ethnic minority (10.43%). In terms of age, park 
users above 40 years are more likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking than park users 
below the age of 30 years. The statistical analysis showed that park users above the age of 40 years 
(18.92%) often use the park for dog walking compared to 6.92% of park users below the age of 30 
years.   
 
The statistical analysis also showed that there is no significant relationship between gender, 
religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking (P>0.05). Therefore, there 
is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
gender, religion, income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking) is false at 95% 
confidence level. The statistical analysis on demographic characteristics and dog walking has been 
shown in Table 7.10.1 and Table 7.10.2.  
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Table 7.10.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use  of Stanley Park for Dog Walking 
   Dog Walking (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.24 0.539 
 Full-time 82.46 12.80 4.74   
 Other 79.14 13.50 7.36   
Marital Status    1.85 0.396 
  Married 82.38 10.88 6.74   
  Other 79.17 15.48 5.36   
Gender    4.46 0.107 
  Male 84.95 11.29 3.76   
  Female 77.35 14.36 8.29   
Place of Origin    7.04 0.134 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 76.28 17.95 5.77   
  Within Canada 80.23 12.79 6.98   
  Outside Canada 87.02 7.63 5.34   
Race    0.03 0.984 
  White 81.05 12.9 6.05   
  Ethnic Minority 81.6 12.8 5.60   
Religion    3.57 0.468 
 Christians 82.51 13.66 3.83   
  Other Religion 86.49 8.11 5.41   
  No Religion 78.29 13.82 7.89   
Income    2.25 0.324 
  Under $50,000 82.79 13.93 3.28   
 Over $50,000 80.16 12.7 7.14   
Age    2.74 0.601 
  Under 30  79.09 16.36 4.55   
  30-40 84.62 9.62 5.77   
  Over 40 79.75 13.29 6.96   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for dog walking 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for dog walking 
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Table 7.10.2- Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for Dog 
Walking 
   Dog Walking (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    7.96 0.019 
  Full-time 68.86 14.97 16.17   
  Other 81.52 7.61 10.87   
Marital Status    7.50 0.023 
  Married 74.03 7.79 18.18   
  Other 76.65 13.71 9.64   
Gender     2.65 0.266 
  Male 74.18 13.74 12.09   
  Female 77.11 8.43 14.46   
Place of Origin    10.42 0.034 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 71.89 12.46 15.66   
  Within Canada 86.49 8.11 5.41   
  Outside Canada 93.75 3.13 3.13   
Race    5.85 0.054 
  White 70.59 13.90 15.51   
  Ethnic Minority 81.60 7.98 10.43   
Religion    3.87 0.424 
  Christians 80.67 7.56 11.76   
  Other Religion 73.91 15.22 10.87   
  No Religion 72.43 12.43 15.14   
Income    1.89 0.389 
  Under $50,000 77.78 11.81 10.42   
  Over $50,000 73.91 10.63 15.46   
Age    11.32 0.023 
  Under 30  80.00 13.08 6.92   
  30-40 71.23 15.07 13.70   
  Over 40 73.65 7.43 18.92   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for dog walking 
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7.11 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
the Swimming Facilities in Stanley Park 
 
Statistically, there is no significant relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, 
religion, income, age, and swimming in Stanley Park (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, 
marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and swimming in Stanley Park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. However, the statistical analysis showed a highly significant relationship 
between the place of origin and swimming in Stanley Park (P≤0.05). Therefore, there is enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin 
and swimming in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The survey results indicated that park users who visit Stanley Park from Vancouver are more likely 
to swim in the park than park users from outside Canada. The study indicated that park users from 
Vancouver (10.26%) use the swimming facility in Stanley Park more often than those who came 
from outside Canada (3.82%). Overall, among the park users who never use the swimming 
facilities in Stanley Park, 62.18% came from Vancouver whilst 81.68% are from outside Canada. 
Generally, tourists are attracted to parks with unique characteristics and features which they tend 
to enjoy most. There is, therefore, the need for proper planning and more research in developing 
the unique characteristics of parks to stimulate tourism. Table 7.11.1 shows the relationship 
between demographic characteristics and the use of the swimming facilities in Stanley Park.  
 
 
 
 
 225 
 
Table 7.11.1-Demographic Characteristics and Swimming in Stanley Park  
   Swimming (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.49 0.472 
  Full-time 72.86 19.52 7.62   
  Other 70.55 23.93 5.52   
Marital Status    0.25 0.882 
  Married 70.31 22.92 6.77   
  Other 72.62 20.83 6.55   
Gender    2.34 0.311 
  Male 75.68 18.38 5.95   
  Female 68.51 23.76 7.73   
Place of Origin    14.57 0.006 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 62.18 27.56 10.26   
  Within Canada 74.12 21.18 4.71   
  Outside Canada 81.68 14.50 3.82   
Race    1.61 0.447 
  White 70.04 23.03 6.88   
  Ethnic Minority 76.00 17.60 6.40   
Religion    1.48 0.830 
  Christians 72.53 22.53 4.95   
  Other Religion 70.27 21.62 8.11   
  No Religion 71.71 20.39 7.89   
Income    1.32 0.515 
 Under $50,000 68.03 24.59 7.38   
 Over $50,000 73.71 19.92 6.37   
Age    2.21 0.697 
 Under 30  68.18 23.64 8.18   
 30-40 70.19 24.04 5.77   
 Over 40 75.16 18.47 6.37   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and swimming in Stanley Park 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and swimming in Stanley Park  
 
7.12 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Boating in 
Stanley Park  
 
The chi-square analysis indicated that there is no significant relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of park visitors and boating in Stanley Park (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough 
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evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between the demographic 
characteristics of the visitors and the use of the Stanley Park for boating) is false at 95% confidence 
level. The bivariate analysis of the relationship between demographic characteristics and boating 
in Stanley Park has been presented in Table 7.12.1. 
Table 7.12.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Boating 
   Boating (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    4.61 0.100 
  Full-time 84.83 11.85 3.32   
  Other 76.07 19.02 4.91   
Marital Status    0.73 0.695 
  Married 82.38 13.47 4.15   
  Other 79.17 16.67 4.17   
Gender    0.19 0.908 
  Male 81.72 13.98 4.30   
  Female 80.66 15.47 3.87   
Place of Origin    5.20 0.267 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 75.64 19.23 5.13   
  Within Canada 86.05 10.47 3.49   
  Outside Canada 83.97 12.98 3.05   
Race    1.55 0.460 
  White 82.66 14.11 3.23   
  Ethnic Minority 78.40 16.00 5.60   
Religion    3.19 0.526 
  Christians 80.87 14.21 4.92   
  Other Religion 83.78 10.81 5.41   
  No Religion 80.92 17.11 1.97   
Income    1.86 0.395 
  Under $50,000 77.05 18.03 4.92   
  Over $50,000 82.94 13.49 3.57   
Age    4.99 0.288 
  Under 30  74.55 20.91 4.55   
  30-40 85.58 10.58 3.85   
  Over 40 82.28 13.92 3.80   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for boating 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and use of Stanley Park for boating  
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7.13 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Picnicking  
 
The chi-square analysis indicated that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and picnicking in Stanley Park 
(P>0.05). Thus, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no 
relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and 
picnicking in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
On the other hand, the statistical tests showed a highly significant relationship between the place 
of origin of park users and picnicking in Stanley Park (P≤0.05). Overall, the study showed that 
park users who visited Stanley Park from Vancouver are more likely to picnic in Stanley Park than 
park users from outside Canada.  The statistical analysis indicated that 14.10% of park users from 
Vancouver often use Stanley Park for picnicking compared to 5.38% among park users who came 
from outside Canada. The survey results further showed that among the park users who never 
picnic in Stanley Park, 41.03% are from Vancouver whilst 65.38% are from outside Canada. 
Additionally, 44.87% of park users from Vancouver sometimes use Stanley Park for picnicking 
compared to 29.23% of park users from outside Canada. The relationship between demographic 
characteristics of park users and picnicking in Stanley Park has been shown in Table 7.13.1.  
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Table 7.13.1-Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Picnicking in Stanley 
Park  
   Picnicking (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.15 0.926 
  Full-time 53.08 36.49 10.43   
  Other 54.94 34.57 10.49   
Marital Status    0.26 0.879 
  Married 52.33 37.31 10.36   
  Other 54.49 34.73 10.78   
Gender    3.45 0.176 
  Male 58.60 31.72 9.68   
  Female 48.89 39.44 11.67   
Place of Origin    19.99 0.001 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 41.03 44.87 14.1   
  Within Canada 59.30 29.07 11.63   
  Outside Canada 65.38 29.23 5.38   
Race    5.43 0.066 
  White 58.30 32.39 9.31   
  Ethnic Minority 45.60 41.60 12.8   
Religion    4.58 0.3333 
  Christians 55.49 31.87 12.64   
  Other Religion 45.95 40.54 13.51   
  No Religion 53.95 38.82 7.24   
Income    0.66 0.721 
  Under $50,000 51.64 38.52 9.84   
  Over $50,000 54.98 34.26 10.76   
Age    2.91 0.573 
  Under 30  56.88 33.94 9.17   
  30-40 49.04 36.54 14.42   
  Over 40 54.43 36.71 8.86   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for picnicking  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and use of Stanley Park for picnicking   
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Statistically, there is no significant relationship between marital status, place of origin, race, 
religion, income, age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for picnicking (P>0.05). Therefore, 
there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between marital status, place of origin, race, religion, income, age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for picnicking) is false at 95% confidence level. However, the survey results showed a 
statistically significant relationship between employment, gender, and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for picnicking (P≤0.05). Thus, there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, gender and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for 
picnicking) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The study indicated that park users who are full-time employed are more likely to use Queen 
Elizabeth Park for picnicking than the aggregate of park users in the other employment categories. 
While 12.57% of park users who are full-time employed often use Queen Elizabeth Park for 
picnicking, it is 11.41% among park users who are students, unemployed, retired, and seasonally 
employed. Also, among the park users who never use Queen Elizabeth Park for picnicking 44.31% 
are full-time employed whilst 58.15% belong to the aggregate of park users in the other 
employment categories. 
  
Furthermore, park users who are females (16.67%) are likely to picnic more often in Queen 
Elizabeth Park than Pak users who are males (8.24%). While 41.21% of males sometimes picnic 
on the park, it is 31.33% among females. Additionally among the park users who never picnic in 
Queen Elizabeth Park 50.55% were males whilst 52.41% were females. The relationship between 
demographic characteristics and picnicking in Queen Elizabeth Park has been shown in Table 
7.13.2.  
 230 
 
Table 7.13.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth 
Park for  Picnicking   
   Picnicking (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    7.21 0.027 
  Full-time 44.31 43.11 12.57   
  Other 58.15 30.43 11.41   
Marital Status    0.87 0.647 
  Married 53.90 33.77 12.34   
  Other 49.75 38.58 11.68   
Gender    7.01 0.03 
  Male 50.55 41.21 8.24   
  Female 52.41 31.33 16.67   
Place of Origin    4.97 0.291 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 48.75 39.15 12.10   
  Within Canada 59.46 27.03 13.51   
  Outside Canada 65.63 25.00 9.38   
Race    0.15 0.926 
  White 52.41 35.83 11.76   
  Ethnic Minority 50.31 37.42 12.27   
Religion    3.87 0.424 
 Christians 80.67 7.56 11.76   
  Other Religion 73.91 15.22 10.87   
  No Religion 72.43 12.43 15.14   
Income    1.61 0.446 
  Under $50,000 54.86 35.42 9.72   
  Over $50,000 49.28 37.20 13.53   
Age    6.61 0.158 
  Under 30  50.00 36.15 13.85   
  30-40 41.10 43.84 15.07   
  Over 40 58.11 33.11 8.78   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for picnicking  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and use of Queen Elizabeth Park for picnicking   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 231 
 
7.14 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Eating 
Lunch in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The statistical tests showed a significant relationship between place of origin and eating lunch in 
Stanley Park (P≤0.05). Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: 
there is no relationship between place of origin and eating lunch in Stanley Park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. The results indicated that park users from Vancouver are more likely to eat lunch 
in Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada. The statistical analysis indicated that while 
16.67% of park users from Vancouver often eat lunch in Stanley Park, it is 9.16% among park 
users from outside Canada. Also, 51.92% of park users from Vancouver sometimes eat lunch in 
Stanley Park compared to the 37.40% among park users from outside Canada. The statistica l 
analysis further showed that 31.41% of the visitors of Stanley Park who came from Vancouver 
never eat lunch in the park compared to the 53.44% of the park users coming from outside Canada.  
 
Finally, the statistical test indicated that there is no significant relationship between employment, 
marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and eating lunch in Stanley Park (P>0.05). 
Therefore, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no 
relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, age, and eating 
lunch in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. Consequently, park management decisions 
on the provision of space for eating lunch in Stanley Park are minimally influenced by 
demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, 
and age. Table 7.14.1 shows the statistical analysis of demographic characteristics and eating lunch 
in Stanley Park.  
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Table 7.14.1-Demographic Characteristics and Eating Lunch in Stanley Park  
   Eating Lunch (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.23 0.540 
  Full-time 44.08 43.60 12.32   
  Other 38.65 46.63 14.72   
Marital Status    0.36 0.835 
  Married 43.01 44.04 12.95   
  Other 39.88 46.43 13.69   
Gender    1.19 0.551 
  Male 44.09 41.94 13.98   
  Female 39.23 47.51 13.26   
Place of Origin    14.68 0.005 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 31.41 51.92 16.67   
  Within Canada 41.86 44.19 13.95   
  Outside Canada 53.44 37.40 9.16   
Race    2.64 0.267 
  White 44.76 42.34 12.90   
  Ethnic Minority 36.00 49.60 14.40   
Religion    2.53 0.640 
  Christians 44.26 41.53 14.21   
  Other Religion 32.43 54.05 13.51   
  No Religion 40.79 46.71 12.5   
Income    0.01 0.995 
  Under $50,000 41.80 45.08 13.11   
  Over $50,000 41.67 44.84 13.49   
Age    2.91 0.574 
  Under 30  40.91 46.36 12.73   
  30-40 36.54 46.15 17.31   
  Over 40 44.94 43.67 11.39   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and eating lunch in Stanley Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and eating lunch in Stanley Park  
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The statistical tests showed a significant relationship between place of origin, age, and eating lunch 
in Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). There is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin, age, and eating lunch in Queen Elizabeth 
Park) is false at 95% confidence level. Unlike Stanley Park, the results indicated that park users 
from outside Canada (18.75%) are more likely to often eat lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park than 
park users from Vancouver (14.23%).  Also, among the park users who sometimes eat lunch in 
Queen Elizabeth Park, 49.11% were from Vancouver whilst less than 25% were from outside 
Canada. The results further showed that 36.65% of park users from Vancouver never eat lunch in 
Queen Elizabeth Park compared to 56.25% among park users from outside Canada.  
 
Additionally, the chi-square analysis indicated that park users under the age of 30 years are more 
likely to eat lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users above the age of 40 years. According 
to the survey results, 16.92% of park visitors below the age of 30 years often eat lunch in Queen 
Elizabeth Park compared to the 8.78% of the park users who were above the age of 40 years. Also, 
33.08% of park users below the age of 30 years never eat lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park, while it 
is 47.30% among those above 40 years.   
 
Finally, the statistical analysis showed that there is no significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, and eating lunch in Queen Elizabeth 
Park (P>0.05). Thus, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is 
no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, and eating 
lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. Table 7.14.2 shows the bivariate 
analysis of the demographic characteristics of park users and eating lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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Table 7.14.2-Demographic Characteristics and  Eating Lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park 
   Eating Lunch (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    1.03 0.598 
  Full-time 37.13 47.90 14.97   
  Other 42.39 43.48 14.13   
Marital Status    5.33 0.07 
  Married 46.10 38.96 14.94   
  Other 35.03 50.76 14.21   
Gender    2.15 0.341 
  Male 39.56 48.35 12.09   
  Female 40.96 42.17 16.87   
Place of Origin    9.17 0.057 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 36.65 49.11 14.23   
  Within Canada 51.35 35.14 13.51   
  Outside Canada 56.25 25.00 18.75   
Race    1.14 0.564 
  White 39.57 47.59 12.83   
  Ethnic Minority 39.88 43.56 16.56   
Religion    7.50 0.112 
  Christians 43.70 47.90 8.40   
  Other Religion 32.61 43.48 23.91   
  No Religion 39.46 44.32 16.22   
Income    1.61 0.447 
  Under $50,000 38.19 49.31 12.50   
  Over $50,000 41.06 43.00 15.94   
Age    11.29 0.023 
  Under 30  33.08 50.00 16.92   
  30-40 36.99 41.10 21.92   
  Over 40 47.30 43.92 8.78   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and eating lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and eating lunch in Queen Elizabeth Park  
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7.15 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Meeting 
Friends in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The social functions of parks include the provision of space for social interaction. Meeting old 
friends and making new friends in parks is an integral part of the social functions of parks. The 
study showed that there is no significant relationship between employment, gender, religion 
income, and the meeting of friends in Stanley Park (P>0.05). There is, therefore, not enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, 
gender, religion income, and the meeting of friends in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence 
level.  
 
However, there is a statistically significant relationship between marital status, place of origin, 
race, age, and meeting friends in Stanley Park (P≤0.05). Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest 
that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital status, place of origin, race, 
age, and meeting friends in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. The aggregate of park 
users who are single, divorced or widowed are more likely to meet their friends in Stanley Park 
than park users who are married. The survey results indicated that the aggregate of park users who 
are single, divorced or widowed (19.05%) meet their friends more often in Stanley Park than the 
park users who are married (12.44%).  Also, among the park users who never meet their friends in 
Stanley Park, 51.81% were married whilst 35.12% were park users who are single, divorced or 
widowed.  
 
In terms of the place of origin of the park users, visitors from Vancouver are more likely meet their 
friends in Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada. The study indicated that 23.08% of 
park users from Vancouver often meet their friends in Stanley Park while, it is 6.87% among 
tourists from outside Canada. The residents of Vancouver generally have stronger social ties in the 
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city than park visitors who came from outside Canada; thus, making it easier to interact with 
friends in the park. This justifies the reason why park users from Vancouver meet their friends 
more often in Stanley Park than those users from outside Canada.  Furthermore, the results showed 
that ethnic minority such as Asians and Blacks are more likely to meet their friends in Stanley Park 
than Whites. While 50.40% of ethnic minority groups sometimes meet their friends in Stanley 
Park, it is 35.08% among Whites. Also, the analysis indicated that among the park users who never 
meet their friends on the park, 49.60% were Whites whilst 34.4% belong to ethnic minority groups 
such as Asians and Blacks.  
 
Additionally, park users below the age of 30 years are more likely to meet their friends in Stanley 
Park than park users above the age of 40 years. The visitors of Stanley Park below the age of 30 
years (20.00%) meet their friends more often in Stanley Park than parks users above the age of 40 
years (12.66%). The results further indicated that 40% of park users below the age of 30 years 
sometimes meet their friends in Stanley Park while it is 34.18% among park users above the age 
of 40 years. The relationship between the demographic characteristic and meeting friends in 
Stanley Park has been presented in Table 7.15.1.  
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Table 7.15.1-Demographic Characteristics and Meeting Friends in  Stanley Park  
   
Meeting Friends 
(%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.51 0.286 
  Full-time 47.87 38.39 13.74   
  Other 39.88 42.94 17.18   
Marital Status    10.47 0.005 
  Married 51.81 35.75 12.44   
  Other 35.12 45.83 19.05   
Gender    0.30 0.859 
  Male 45.70 39.78 14.52   
  Female 43.09 40.88 16.02   
Place of Origin    39.78 0.00 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 27.56 49.36 23.08   
  Within Canada 46.51 39.53 13.95   
  Outside Canada 63.36 29.77 6.87   
Race    9.16 0.010 
  White 49.60 35.08 15.32   
  Ethnic Minority 34.40 50.40 15.20   
Religion    3.46 0.484 
  Christians 48.09 38.8 13.11   
  Other Religion 43.24 45.95 10.81   
  No Religion 40.79 40.79 18.42   
Income    1.18 0.555 
  Under $50,000 40.98 44.26 14.75   
  Over $50,000 46.03 38.49 15.48   
Age    11.29 0.023 
  Under 30  40.00 40.00 20.00   
  30-40 35.58 50.00 14.42   
  Over 40 53.16 34.18 12.66   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and meeting friends in Stanley Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and meeting friends in Stanley Park  
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Statistically, there is no significant relationship between marital status, gender, race, income, age, 
and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). Consequently, there is not enough evidence 
to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital status, gender, race, 
income, age, and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
However, the statistical tests showed a significant relationship between employment, place of 
origin, religion, and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05).  Therefore, there is enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, 
place of origin, religion, and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence 
level.  
 
The survey results indicated that park users who are full-time employed are more likely to meet 
friends in Queen Elizabeth Park than the aggregate of park users who belong to other employment 
categories. The study showed that 50.30% of park users who are full-time employed sometimes 
meet friends in Queen Elizabeth Park whilst 39.13%% of the aggregate of other employment 
categories sometimes meet their friends in the park.  
 
The chi-square analysis further showed that park users from Vancouver are more likely to meet 
their friends in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users from outside Canada. Similar to the survey 
results of Stanley Park, the statistical analysis indicated that Queen Elizabeth Park users who came 
from Vancouver (21.35%) meet their friends more often in the park than tourists from outside 
Canada (15.63%). Finally, the statistical tests showed that park users who are not affiliated with 
any religion (25.41%) are more likely to often meet their friends in Queen Elizabeth Park than 
park users who are Christians.  Table 7.15.2 present the summary of the statistical analysis on the 
relationship between demographic characteristics and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park.  
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Table 7.15.2-Demographic Characteristics  and Meeting Friends in Queen Elizabeth Park 
   Meeting Friends (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    5.78 0.056 
  Full-time 28.74 50.30 20.96   
  Other 40.22 39.13 20.65   
Marital Status    2.75 0.253 
  Married 37.66 45.45 16.88   
  Other 32.49 43.65 23.86   
Gender    0.95 0.622 
  Male 33.52 46.70 19.78   
  Female 36.14 41.57 22.29   
Place of Origin    17.58 0.001 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 29.54 49.11 21.35   
  Within Canada 54.05 24.32 21.62   
  Outside Canada 56.25 28.13 15.63   
Race    0.42 0.812 
  White 34.22 45.99 19.79   
  Ethnic Minority 34.97 42.94 22.09   
Religion    11.67 0.020 
  Christians 43.70 44.54 11.76   
  Other Religion 26.09 47.83 26.09   
  No Religion 31.35 43.24 25.41   
Income    1.05 0.592 
  Under $50,000 37.50 43.75 18.75   
  Over $50,000 32.85 44.93 22.22   
Age    8.44 0.077 
  Under 30  30.00 44.62 25.38   
  30-40 27.40 52.05 20.55   
  Over 40 42.57 40.54 16.89   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and meeting friends in Queen Elizabeth Park  
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7.16 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Reading in 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The statistical analysis showed that there is no significant relationship between marital status, 
gender, place of origin, religion, income, age, and reading in Stanley Park (P>0.05). This implies 
that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between marital status, gender, place of origin, religion, income, age, and reading in Stanley Park) 
is false at 95% confidence level. The chi-square analysis, however, showed a significant 
relationship between employment, race, and reading in Stanley Park (P≤0.05).  Therefore, there is 
enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
employment, race, and reading in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
According to the survey results, park users who are full-time employed (5.69%) read less often in 
Stanley Park than park users who belong to the aggregate of the other employment categories such 
as students, unemployed, retired, and seasonally employed (13.50%).  Also, 34.12% of the park 
users who are full-time employed sometimes read in Stanley Park compared to 31.29% of park 
users who belong to the aggregate of the other employment categories such as students, 
unemployed, retired, and seasonally employed. 
 
Additionally, the analysis indicated that park users who belong to minority ethnic groups such as 
Asians and Blacks are more likely to read in Stanley Park than Whites. The study findings showed 
that minority ethnic groups such as Asians and Blacks (11.20%) were engaged in reading in 
Stanley Park more often than Whites (8.06%). Furthermore, 40.80% of park users who belong to 
minority ethnic groups sometimes read in Stanley Park compared to 28.63% among Whites. The 
bivariate analysis of the demographic characteristics of park users and reading in Stanley Park has 
been presented in Table 7.16.1.  
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7.16.1-Demographic Characteristics and Reading in Stanley Park  
   Reading (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    6.79 0.034 
  Full-time 60.19 34.12 5.69   
  Other 55.21 31.29 13.50   
Marital Status    5.38 0.068 
  Married 62.69 31.09 6.22   
  Other 53.57 33.93 12.50   
Gender    3.45 0.179 
  Male 58.6 34.95 6.45   
  Female 58.56 29.83 11.60   
Place of Origin    6.17 0.187 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 52.56 35.26 12.18   
  Within Canada 58.14 32.56 9.30   
  Outside Canada 64.89 29.77 5.34   
Race    8.01 0.018 
  White 63.31 28.63 8.06   
  Ethnic Minority 48.00 40.80 11.20   
Religion    1.84 0.765 
  Christians 57.38 34.43 8.20   
  Other Religion 56.76 37.84 5.41   
  No Religion 59.21 30.26 10.53   
Income    0.68 0.712 
  Under $50,000 55.74 33.61 10.66   
  Over $50,000 59.13 32.54 8.33   
Age    6.27 0.180 
  Under 30  54.55 35.45 10.00   
  30-40 50.96 39.42 9.62   
  Over 40 65.19 26.58 8.23   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and reading in Stanley Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and reading in Stanley Park  
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Statistically, there is no significant relationship between marital status, gender, place of origin, 
race, religion, income, and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). Thus, there is not enough 
evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital status, 
gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 
95% confidence level. The statistical analysis further indicated that there is a significant 
relationship between employment, age, and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). This shows 
that there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between employment, age, and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
The results indicated that the aggregate of park users who belong to the other employment 
categories are more likely to read in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users who are full- t ime 
employed. The study showed that park users who belong to the other employment categories 
(16.30%) read more often in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users who are full-time employed 
(13.17%). Furthermore, 42.51% of park users who belong to other employment categories 
sometimes read in Queen Elizabeth Park compared 29.89% among park users who are full- t ime 
employed.  
Additionally, the statistical analysis indicated that park users under the age of 30 are more likely 
to read in Queen Elizabeth Park than park users over the age of 40 years.  Queen Elizabeth Park 
users below the age of 30 years (19.23%) read more often in the park than park visitors above the 
age of 40 years (12.16%). Also, among the park users who never read in Queen Elizabeth Park, 
42.31% were under the age of 30 years whilst 58.11% were over the age of 40 years. The 
relationship between demographic characteristics and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park has been 
summarized in Table 7.16.2 
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Table 7.16.2-Demographic Characteristics and Reading in Queen Elizabeth Park    
   Reading (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    6.07 0.048 
  Full-time 44.31 42.51 13.17   
  Other 53.8 29.89 16.30   
Marital Status    3.69 0.158 
  Married 54.55 33.77 11.69   
  Other 45.18 37.56 17.26   
Gender    5.43 0.066 
  Male 51.65 37.91 10.44   
  Female 46.99 33.73 19.28   
Place of Origin    4.66 0.324 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 46.62 38.43 14.95   
  Within Canada 56.76 29.73 13.51   
  Outside Canada 62.50 21.88 15.63   
Race    3.81 0.149 
  White 45.99 40.64 13.37   
  Ethnic Minority 52.76 30.67 16.56   
Religion    1.56 0.817 
  Christians 51.26 33.61 15.13   
  Other Religion 41.30 41.30 17.39   
  No Religion 50.27 35.68 14.05   
Income    0.99 0.607 
  Under $50,000 46.53 36.81 16.67   
  Over $50,000 51.21 35.27 13.53   
Age    9.87 0.043 
  Under 30  42.31 38.46 19.23   
  30-40 43.84 43.84 12.33   
  Over 40 58.11 29.73 12.16   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and reading in Queen Elizabeth Park  
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7.17 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Relaxing in 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
 
The research findings indicated that there is a statistically significant relationship between marital 
status, place of origin, and relaxing in Stanley Park (P≤0.05). Therefore, there is enough evidence 
to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital status, place of 
origin, and relaxing in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. The survey results indicated 
that the aggregate of park users who are single, divorced or widowed are more likely to relax in 
Stanley Park than park users who are married. The study indicated that park users who are single, 
divorced or widowed (29.17%) relax more often in Stanley Park than park users who are married 
(19.17%). Also, among the park users who never relax in Stanley Park, 25% are single, divorced 
or widowed while 38.86% are married.  
 
The statistical analysis further indicated that park users from Vancouver are more likely to relax 
in Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada. Overall, the visitors of Stanley Park who 
came from Vancouver (33.33%) relax more often in the park than park users who came from 
outside Canada (19.08%). Additionally, among the park users who never relax in Stanley Park, 
24.36% were from Vancouver whilst 39.69% were from outside Canada. Also, the survey results 
indicated that 42.31% of park users from Vancouver sometimes relax in Stanley Park compared to 
41.22% of park users from outside Canada.  
 
Furthermore, the statistical test showed that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, gender, race, religion, income, age, and relaxing in Stanley Park (P>0.05).  Hence, 
there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between employment, gender, race, religion, income, age, and relaxing in Stanley Park) is false at 
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95% confidence level. Table 7.17.1 shows the statistical analysis of demographic characterist ics 
and the use of Stanley Park for relaxing.  
Table 7.17.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Relaxing 
   Relaxing (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.33 0.311 
  Full-time 31.75 46.92 21.33   
  Other 33.13 39.88 26.99   
Marital Status    9.39 0.009 
  Married 38.86 41.97 19.17   
  Other 25 45.83 29.17   
Gender    1.55 0.461 
  Male 34.95 43.55 21.51   
  Female 30.39 43.09 26.52   
Place of Origin    17.30 0.002 
 Vancouver/Metro Van 24.36 42.31 33.33   
 Within Canada 36.05 50 13.95   
 Outside Canada 39.69 41.22 19.08   
Race    5.12 0.077 
  White 36.29 40.73 22.98   
  Ethnic Minority 24.80 49.60 25.60   
Religion    1.78 0.776 
  Christians 33.88 41.53 24.59   
  Other Religion 24.32 51.35 24.32   
  No Religion 32.53 43.82 23.66   
Income    4.26 0.119 
  Under $50,000 29.51 40.16 30.33   
  Over $50,000 33.73 45.63 20.63   
Age    6.88 0.142 
  Under 30  26.36 45.45 28.18   
  30-40 27.88 46.15 25.96   
  Over 40 39.24 41.14 19.62   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and relaxing in Stanley Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and relaxing in Stanley Park 
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The chi-square analysis showed that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, place of origin, religion, income, age, and relaxing in Queen 
Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, place of origin religion, 
income, age, and relaxing in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The statistical analysis further showed a significant relationship between race and relaxing in 
Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). This implies that there is enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between race and relaxing in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false 
at 95% confidence level. Generally, Whites are more likely to relax in Queen Elizabeth Park than 
other ethnic minority groups.  
 
The results indicated that park users who are Whites (29.41%) relax more often in Queen Elizabeth 
Park than ethnic minority groups such as Blacks and Asians (28.83 %). The survey results also 
showed that 24.60% of park users who are Whites never relax in Queen Elizabeth Park compared 
to 35.58% among the ethnic minority groups. Furthermore, park users who were Whites and those 
of ethnic minority who sometimes relax in Queen Elizabeth Park constitute 45.99 % and 35.58% 
respectively. The bivariate analysis of demographic characterist ics of park users and relaxing in 
Queen Elizabeth Park has been presented in 7.17.2. 
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7.17.2-Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Relaxing in Queen 
Elizabeth Park    
   Relaxing (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    5.58 0.061 
  Full-time 24.55 46.71 28.74   
  Other 34.78 35.87 29.35   
Marital Status    2.29 0.317 
  Married 33.77 40.26 25.97   
  Other 26.90 41.62 31.47   
Gender    1.05 0.591 
  Male 30.77 42.31 26.92   
  Female 28.92 39.16 31.93   
Place of Origin    0.74 0.946 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 29.54 40.93 29.54   
  Within Canada 35.14 40.54 24.32   
  Outside Canada 28.13 40.63 31.25   
Race    5.84 0.054 
  White 24.60 45.99 29.41   
  Ethnic Minority 35.58 35.58 28.83   
Religion    5.29 0.259 
  Christians 36.97 37.82 25.21   
  Other Religion 32.61 39.13 28.26   
  No Religion 24.86 43.78 31.35   
Income    1.26 0.531 
  Under $50,000 31.94 37.50 30.56   
  Over $50,000 28.50 43.48 28.02   
Age    7.95 0.093 
  Under 30  26.15 43.85 30.00   
  30-40 23.29 38.36 38.36   
  Over 40 36.49 39.86 23.65   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and relaxing in Queen Elizabeth Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and relaxing in Queen Elizabeth Park  
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7.18 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the use of 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for Sunbathing 
 
The chi-square analysis indicated that there is a statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, age, and the use of Stanley Park for sunbathing 
(P≤0.05). This shows that there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there 
is no relationship between employment, marital status, place of origin, age, and the use of Stanley 
Park for sunbathing) is false at 95% confidence level. Park users who are full-time employed are 
more likely to use Stanley Park for sunbathing than park users who belong to other employment 
categories. The park visitors of Stanley Park who are full-time employed (12.32%) use the park 
for sunbathing more often than the aggregate of the other employment categories (4.91%).  
 
Also, the aggregate of park users who are single, divorced or widowed are more likely to use 
Stanley Park for sunbathing than park users who are married. The survey results showed that the 
aggregate of the Stanley Park users who are single, divorced or widowed (11.90%) tend to engage 
in sunbathing in Stanley Park more often than park users who are married (7.25%). Furthermore, 
26.79% of park users who are single, divorced or widowed sometimes use Stanley Park for 
sunbathing compared to 19.69% of park users who are married.  
 
In terms of place of origin, park users from Vancouver are more likely to sunbathe in Stanley Park 
than park users from outside Canada. The results of the statistical analysis indicated that park 
visitors of Stanley Park who came from Vancouver (16.03%) sunbath more often than those who 
came from outside Canada (3.82%). With regard to age, park users below the age of 30 years are 
more likely to use Stanley Park for sunbathing than park users above the age of 40 years. The study 
showed that park visitors who were below 30 years of age (11.82%) use Stanley Park for 
sunbathing more often than those above the age of 40 years (7.59%). Also, among the park users 
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who never use Stanley Park for sunbathing 61.82% were below 30 years whilst 76.58% were above 
40 years. The chi-square analysis finally showed that there is no statistically significant 
relationship between gender, race, religion, income, and the use of Stanley Park for sunbathing 
(P>0.05). The statistical analysis has been shown in Table 7.18.1.  
7.18.1-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Stanley Park for Sunbathing 
   Sunbathing (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    6.17 0.046 
Full-time 65.40 22.27 12.32   
Other 69.94 25.15 4.910   
Marital Status    5.86 0.053 
Married 73.06 19.69 7.25   
Other 61.31 26.79 11.90   
Gender    0.71 0.703 
Male 67.74 22.04 10.22   
Female 69.06 23.20 7.73   
Place of Origin    17.04 0.002 
Vancouver/Metro Van 59.62 24.36 16.03   
Within Canada 70.93 24.42 4.65   
Outside Canada 74.81 21.37 3.82   
Race    4.15 0.126 
White 68.95 20.56 10.48   
Ethnic Minority 64.80 28.80 6.40   
Religion    5.90 0.207 
Christians 70.49 19.13 10.38   
Other Religion 59.46 35.14 5.41   
No Religion 65.79 26.32 7.89   
Income    4.77 0.092 
Under $50,000 60.66 30.33 9.02   
Over $50,000 70.63 20.24 9.13   
Age    12.09 0.017 
Under 30  61.82 26.36 11.82   
30-40 59.62 31.73 8.65   
Over 40 76.58 15.82 7.59   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Stanley Park for sunbathing 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park  users and the use of Stanley Park for sunbathing 
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Statistically, there is no significant relationship between gender, place of origin, race, religion, 
income, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing (P>0.05). Therefore, there is not 
enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between gender, 
place of origin, race, religion, income and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing) is false 
at 95% confidence level. Furthermore, the chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant 
relationship between employment, marital status, age, and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for 
sunbathing (P≤0.05). The research findings indicated that the aggregate of park users such as 
students, unemployed, retired, and seasonally employed (8.70%) engage in sunbathing in Queen 
Elizabeth Park more often than the users who are full-time employed (6.50%). However, among 
the park users who sometimes engage in sunbathing in Queen Elizabeth Park, 34.13% are park 
users who fall within other employment categories whilst 16.30% are full-time employed.  
 
With regard to marital status, the aggregate of park visitors who are single, widowed or divorced 
are more likely to use Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing than park users who are married. 
According to the survey results, the aggregate of park visitors who are single, widowed or divorced 
(8.12%) engages in sunbathing more often than park users who are married (7.14%). Furthermore, 
the statistical analysis showed that park users who are under the age of 30years are more likely to 
use Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing than park users who are over the age of 40 years. The 
study indicated that as many as twice the park users who are under the age of 30 years use Queen 
Elizabeth Park for sunbathing more often than park visitors above the age of 40 years.  
Additionally, the survey results indicated that among the park users who never use Queen 
Elizabeth Park for sunbathing, 68.85% were under the age of 30 years whilst 76.35% were above 
40 years. The demographic characteristics and sunbathing in Queen Elizabeth Park have been 
presented in Table 7.18.2 
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Table 7.18.2-Demographic Characteristics and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park 
for Sunbathing   
   Sunbathing (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    14.93 0.001 
  Full-time 59.28 34.13 6.59   
  Other 75.00 16.30 8.70   
Marital Status    7.02 0.03 
  Married 74.68 18.18 7.14   
  Other 61.93 29.95 8.12   
Gender    0.76 0.683 
  Male 65.38 26.92 7.69   
  Female 69.28 22.89 7.83   
Place of Origin    2.71 0.608 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 68.33 24.56 7.12   
  Within Canada 64.86 21.62 13.51   
  Outside Canada 62.50 31.25 6.25   
Race    1.38 0.501 
  White 64.71 26.74 8.56   
  Ethnic Minority 70.55 22.7 6.75   
Religion    3.75 0.44 
  Christians 73.11 21.85 5.04   
  Other Religion 67.39 26.09 6.52   
  No Religion 63.78 26.49 9.73   
Income    2.73 0.256 
  Under $50,000 66.67 22.92 10.42   
  Over $50,000 68.12 26.09 5.80   
Age    12.33 0.015 
  Under 30  63.85 27.69 8.46   
  30-40 56.16 30.19 13.70   
  Over 40 76.35 19.59 4.05   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of Queen Elizabeth Park for sunbathing 
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7.19 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Enjoying 
Historic Signs in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
  
The chi-square analysis suggests that there is no significant relationship between employment, 
marital status, gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, age, and enjoying historic signs in 
Stanley Park (P>0.05). This implies that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, place of 
origin, race, religion, income, age, and enjoying historic signs in Stanley Park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. 
 
Similar to the findings of Stanley Park, the statistical analysis showed that the demographic 
characteristics of park users are not a major contributory factor to the enjoyment of historic and 
interpretive signs in Queen Elizabeth Park. The chi-square analysis indicated that there is no 
statistically significant relationship between employment, marital status, sex, place of origin, race, 
religion, income, age, and the enjoyment of historic signs in Queen Elizabeth Park(P>0.05). The 
bivariate analysis of demographic characteristics and enjoying historic signs has been presented in 
Table 7.19.1 and Table 7.19.2 respectively. 
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Table 7.19.1-Demographic Characteristics and Enjoying Historic Signs in  Stanley Park  
   Historic Signs (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.24 0.886 
  Full-time 53.08 37.44 9.48   
  Other 55.21 34.97 9.82   
Marital Status    1.38 0.502 
  Married 51.81 37.31 10.88   
  Other 56.55 35.71 7.74   
Gender    0.46 0.796 
  Male 52.15 38.17 9.68   
  Female 55.25 34.81 9.94   
Place of Origin    6.64 0.156 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 55.13 38.46 6.41   
  Within Canada 48.84 34.88 16.28   
  Outside Canada 56.49 34.35 9.16   
Race    0.12 0.943 
White 53.63 36.69 9.68   
Ethnic Minority 55.2 36.00 8.80   
Religion    7.34 0.119 
Christians 53.01 34.43 12.57   
Other Religion 54.05 32.43 13.51   
No Religion 55.26 40.13 4.61   
Income    1.42 0.493 
Under $50,000 50.00 38.52 11.48   
Over $50,000 55.95 35.32 8.73   
Age    8.23 0.084 
Under 30  61.82 30.91 7.27   
30-40 51.92 42.31 5.77   
Over 40 50.00 36.71 13.29   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying historic signs in Stanley Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying historic signs in Stanley Park 
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Table 7.19.2-Demographic Characteristics and Enjoying Historic Signs in Queen Elizabeth 
Park  
   Historic Signs (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    3.69 0.158 
  Full-time 61.68 33.53 4.79   
  Other 69.02 24.46 6.52   
Marital Status    0.15 0.929 
  Married 66.23 28.57 5.19   
  Other 64.97 28.93 6.09   
Gender    0.24 0.886 
  Male 65.38 29.67 4.95   
  Female 65.66 28.31 6.02   
Place of Origin    2.35 0.672 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 65.84 29.18 4.98   
  Within Canada 64.86 24.32 10.81   
  Outside Canada 62.50 31.25 6.25   
Race    0.96 0.619 
  White 67.38 27.81 4.81   
  Ethnic Minority 63.19 30.06 6.75   
Religion    4.98 0.289 
  Christians 70.59 22.69 6.72   
  Other Religion 56.52 34.78 8.7   
  No Religion 64.86 30.81 4.32   
Income    0.38 0.828 
  Under $50,000 63.89 30.56 5.56   
  Over $50,000 66.67 27.54 5.80   
Age    3.19 0.525 
  Under 30  66.92 26.92 6.15   
  30-40 58.90 36.99 4.11   
  Over 40 67.57 26.35 6.08   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying historic signs in Queen Elizabeth Park  
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying historic signs in Queen Elizabeth Park 
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7.20 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Bird 
Watching in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The chi-square analysis suggested that there is no statistically significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, place of origin, race, religion, income, age, and bird watching in 
Stanley Park (P>0.05). Consequently, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null 
hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between employment, marital status, place of origin, race, 
religion, income, age, and bird watching in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The results, however, showed a statistically significant relationship between gender and bird 
watching in Stanley Park (P≤0.05). This implies that there is enough evidence to suggest that the 
null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between gender and bird watching in Stanley Park) is 
false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The statistical analysis indicated that females (9.94%) engage in bird watching in Stanley Park 
more often than males (8.60%). However, more males (44.09%) sometimes engage in bird 
watching in Stanley Park compared to 31.49% among female. Also, among the park users who 
never engage in bird watching, 47.31% were males whilst 58.56% were females. As park 
administrators try to address issues of gender inequality in park use, one way to attract more 
females in Stanley Park is to promote more bird watching activities because females tend to engage 
in bird watching in Stanley Park more often than males.  
 
The statistical tests suggested that the demographic characteristics of park users influence bird 
watching in Queen Elizabeth Park on a minimal level. Statistically, there is no significant 
relationship between the demographic characteristics of the visitors of Queen Elizabeth Park and 
bird watching (P>0.05). Therefore, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
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(Hₒ: there is no relationship between demographic characteristics of park users and bird watching 
in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. The statistical analysis has been shown 
in Table 7.20.1 and Table 7.20.2 respectively.  
7.20.1-Demographic Characteristics and Watching Birds in Stanley Park   
   Bird Watching (%)      
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value  
Employment    0.39 0.822  
  Full-time 51.66 39.34 9.00    
  Other 54.60 36.20 9.20    
Marital Status    3.01 0.222  
  Married 49.22 40.93 9.84    
  Other 58.33 33.33 8.33    
Gender    6.22 0.045  
  Male 47.31 44.09 8.60    
  Female 58.56 31.49 9.94    
Place of Origin    7.08 0.132  
  Vancouver/Metro Van 55.13 38.46 6.41    
  Within Canada 48.84 34.88 16.28    
  Outside Canada 53.44 38.93 7.63    
Race    2.15 0.342  
  White 55.24 35.48 9.27    
  Ethnic Minority 48.00 43.20 8.80    
Religion    7.12 0.130  
  Christians 53.55 34.97 11.48    
  Other Religion 43.24 43.24 13.51    
  No Religion 55.26 40.13 4.61    
Income    0.35 0.840  
  Under $50,000 54.92 36.89 8.20    
  Over $50,000 51.98 38.49 9.52    
Age    5.87 0.209  
  Under 30  56.36 35.45 8.18    
  30-40 56.73 38.46 4.81    
  Over 40 48.1 39.24 12.66    
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and bird watching in Stanley Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and bird watching in Stanley Park   
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Table 7.20.2-Demographic Characteristics and Bird Watching in Queen Elizabeth Park 
   Bird Watching (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    3.38 0.184 
  Full-time 52.69 36.53 10.78   
  Other 58.15 27.72 14.13   
Marital Status    3.69 0.158 
  Married 59.09 26.62 14.29   
  Other 52.79 36.04 11.17   
Gender    0.97 0.611 
  Male 56.04 32.97 10.99   
  Female 54.82 30.72 14.46   
Place of Origin    3.67 0.453 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 55.16 33.10 11.74   
  Within Canada 48.65 35.14 16.22   
  Outside Canada 65.63 18.75 15.63   
Race    0.26 0.879 
  White 55.61 32.62 11.76   
  Ethnic Minority 55.21 31.29 13.5   
Religion    2.11 0.715 
  Christians 59.66 28.57 11.76   
  Other Religion 50.00 39.13 10.87   
No Religion 54.59 31.89 13.51   
Income    3.57 0.168 
  Under $50,000 53.47 36.81 9.72   
  Over $50,000 57.00 28.50 14.49   
Age    1.09 0.896 
  Under 30  54.62 33.08 12.31   
  30-40 57.53 32.88 9.59   
  Over 40 55.41 30.41 14.19   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and bird watching in Queen Elizabeth Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and bird watching in Queen Elizabeth Park   
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7.21 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Enjoying 
the Scenery in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The study showed that demographic characteristics such as employment, marital status, gender, 
place of origin, race, religion, income, and age affect the enjoyment of the scenery in Stanley Park 
on a minimal level. Statistically, there is no significant relationship between these demographic 
characteristics and the enjoyment of the scenery in Stanley Park (P>0.05). Therefore, there is not 
enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
demographic characteristics of park users and the enjoyment of the scenery in Stanley Park) is 
false at 95% confidence level.  
 
Also, the statistical test showed that there is no significant relationship between marital status, 
gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, and the enjoyment of the scenery in Queen Elizabeth 
Park (P>0.05).  However, unlike Stanley Park, there is a statistically significant relationship 
between employment, age, and the enjoyment of the scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). 
Thus, there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship 
between employment, age, and the enjoyment of the scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 
95% confidence level. 
 
The survey results indicated that park users who are full-time employed (37.13%) enjoy the 
scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park less often than the aggregate of park visitors who belong to other 
employment categories (46.20%). Furthermore, among the park users who never enjoy the scenery 
in Queen Elizabeth Park, 11.38% were full-time employed whilst 18.48% belonged to the other 
employment categories.  The study further showed that park users above the age of 40 years 
(47.97%) enjoy the scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park more often than those below the age of 30 
years (33.85%). The survey results also showed that among the Queen Elizabeth Park users who 
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never enjoy the scenery, 20.77% were below the age of 30 years whilst those above the age of 40 
years constituted 9.46%. The summary of demographic characteristics and the enjoyment of the 
scenery on the parks have been shown in Table 7.21.1 and Table 7.21.2 respectively.  
Table 7.21.1-Demographic Characteristics and Enjoying the Scenery in Stanley Park 
   Scenery (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.93 0.629 
  Full-time 20.38 45.02 34.60   
  Other 24.54 42.94 32.52   
Marital Status    0.49 0.782 
  Married 20.21 45.08 34.72   
  Other 23.21 42.86 33.93   
Gender    0.02 0.989 
  Male 22.58 43.01 34.41   
  Female 22.65 43.65 33.70   
Place of Origin    8.08 0.089 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 19.23 39.74 41.03   
  Within Canada 22.09 44.19 33.72   
  Outside Canada 25.95 48.85 25.19   
Race    0.08 0.960 
  White 22.58 44.35 33.06   
  Ethnic Minority 21.60 44.00 34.40   
Religion    3.43 0.488 
  Christians 24.04 39.34 36.61   
  Other Religion 21.62 45.95 32.43   
  No Religion 20.39 49.34 30.26   
Income    0.94 0.625 
  Under $50,000 23.77 45.90 30.33   
  Over $50,000 21.43 43.25 35.32   
Age    4.74 0.316 
  Under 30  22.73 50.00 27.27   
  30-40 18.27 45.19 36.54   
  Over 40 24.05 39.24 36.71   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying scenery in Stanley Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying scenery in Stanley Park    
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 Table 7.21.2-Demographic Characteristics and Enjoying  Scenery in Queen 
Elizabeth Park    
   Scenery (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    9.96 0.007 
  Full-time 11.38 51.50 37.13   
  Other 18.48 35.33 46.20   
Marital Status    2.27 0.322 
  Married 12.34 42.21 45.45   
  Other 17.26 43.65 39.09   
Gender    0.31 0.858 
  Male 14.84 44.51 40.66   
  Female 15.66 41.57 42.77   
Place of Origin    3.89 0.421 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 16.01 40.93 43.06   
  Within Canada 16.22 45.95 37.84   
  Outside Canada 6.25 56.25 37.5   
Race    4.08 0.130 
  White 11.76 47.06 41.16   
  Ethnic Minority 18.40 38.65 42.94   
Religion    1.38 0.848 
  Christians 17.65 41.18 41.18        
  Other Religion 10.87 43.48 45.65   
  No Religion 14.59 43.78 41.62   
Income    1.38 0.502 
  Under $50,000 17.36 43.75 38.89   
  Over $50,000 13.53 42.51 43.96   
Age    9.71 0.046 
  Under 30  20.77 45.38 33.85   
  30-40 16.44 39.73 43.84   
  Over 40 9.46 42.57 47.97   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and enjoying scenery in Queen Elizabeth Park    
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7.22 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and using Public 
Facilities in Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
The results indicated that demographic characteristics may minimally influence the use of public 
facilities such as washrooms in Stanley Park. Statistically, there is no significant relationship 
between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilities in Stanley 
Park (P>0.05). Hence, there is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there 
is no relationship between demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilit ies 
in Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level.   
 
The statistical analysis further indicated that there no significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, place of origin, religion, income, and the use of public 
facilities in Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). However, unlike Stanley Park, the statistical results 
showed a significant relationship between race, age, and the use of public facilities in Queen 
Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). Therefore, there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis 
(Hₒ: there is no relationship between race, age and the use of public facilities in Queen Elizabeth 
Park) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
The chi-square analysis suggested that Whites are more likely to use the public facilities in Queen 
Elizabeth Park than ethnic minorities such as Blacks and Asians. The study showed that Whites 
(27.27%) use the public facilities in Queen Elizabeth Park more often than ethnic minorities such 
as Blacks and Asians (19.02%). Also, among the park users who never use the public facilities in 
Queen Elizabeth Park, 20.86% were Whites whilst 34.36% were ethnic minority such as Asians 
and Blacks. In terms of age, the adult population is more likely to use the public facilities in Queen 
Elizabeth Park than the youthful population. The survey results indicated that park users who were 
above 40 years of age (27.70%) tend to use public facilities in Queen Elizabeth Park more often 
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than park users who were less than 30 years old (14.62%). Furthermore, the findings of the study 
indicated that among the park users who never use the public facilities in Queen Elizabeth Park 
35.38% were below 30 years whilst 20.95% of the users were above 40 years old. The analysis has 
been presented in Table 7.22.1 and Table 7.22.2 respectively. 
Table 7.22.1-Demographic Characteristics and using Public Facilities  in Stanley Park  
   Public Facilities (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    3.48 0.176 
  Full-time 36.02 38.86 25.12   
  Other 38.65 44.17 17.18   
Marital Status    3.83 0.148 
  Married 36.79 37.31 25.91   
  Other 37.50 44.64 17.86   
Gender    4.19 0.123 
  Male 40.32 41.94 17.74   
  Female 34.81 38.67 26.52   
Place of Origin    8.56 0.073 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 30.77 45.51 23.72   
  Within Canada 37.21 36.05 26.74   
  Outside Canada 45.04 38.93 16.03   
Race    3.27 0.195 
  White 34.27 42.34 23.39   
  Ethnic Minority 43.20 39.20 17.60   
Religion    3.05 0.549 
  Christians 37.70 38.80 23.50   
  Other Religion 29.73 43.24 27.03   
  No Religion 38.16 44.08 17.76   
Income    0.15 0.930 
  Under $50,000 38.52 40.16 21.31   
  Over $50,000 36.51 41.67 21.83   
Age    4.01 0.404 
  Under 30  40.91 40.91 18.18   
  30-40 31.73 47.12 21.15   
  Over 40 37.97 37.34 24.68   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilit ies in Stanley Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilit ies in Stanley Park   
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Table 7.22.2-Demographic Characteristics and using Public Facilities in Queen Elizabeth 
Park  
   Using Public Facilities (%)   
  Never Sometimes    Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.63 0.729 
  Full-time 26.35 51.50 22.16   
  Other 28.26 47.28 24.46   
Marital Status    3.19 0.202 
  Married 25.97 46.10 27.92   
  Other 28.43 51.78 19.80   
Gender    1.98 0.371 
  Male 29.12 50.55 20.33   
  Female 25.30 48.19 26.51   
Place of Origin    1.32 0.857 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 27.40 49.11 23.49   
  Within Canada 21.62 56.76 21.62   
  Outside Canada 31.25 43.75 25.00   
Race    8.87 0.012 
  White 20.86 51.87 27.27   
  Ethnic Minority 34.36 46.63 19.02   
Religion    3.12 0.537 
  Christians 28.57 49.58 21.85   
  Other Religion 19.57 47.83 32.61   
  No Religion 28.65 49.19 22.16   
Income    0.58 0.75 
  Under $50,000 27.08 51.39 21.53   
  Over $50,000 27.54 47.83 24.64   
Age    12.80 0.012 
  Under 30  35.38 50.00 14.62   
  30-40 26.03 43.84 30.14   
  Over 40 20.95 51.35 27.70   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilit ies in Queen Elizabeth Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and the use of public facilit ies in Queen Elizabeth Park   
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7.23 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Traveling 
through Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park  
 
Urban parks sometimes serve as spatial linkages to other parts of cities. Parks that connect to other 
parts of the city through their road network and walking trails normally experience a higher number 
of park users traveling through it to other destinations. Statistically, there is no significant 
relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, income, age, and traveling through 
Stanley Park (P>0.05). There is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there 
is no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, income, age, and traveling 
through Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
However, the results showed a statistically significant relationship between place of origin, 
religion, and traveling through Stanley Park (P≤0.05).  This implies that there is enough evidence 
to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin, religion, 
and traveling through Stanley Park) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
The chi-square analysis showed that park users from Vancouver are more likely to travel through 
Stanley Park than park users from outside Canada. Park users from Vancouver (12.18%) travel 
through Queen Elizabeth Park more often than park users who visited the park from outside 
Canada (5.34%).  Additionally, among the park users who never travel through Stanley Park, 
65.57% were Christians, 67.57% belonged to other religion and 55.26% were not affiliated with 
any religion. Table 7.23.1 shows the bivariate analysis of demographic characteristics and 
traveling through Stanley Park. 
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Table 7.23.1-Demographic Characteristics and Traveling through  Stanley Park  
   Traveling (%)     
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.21 0.331 
  Full-time 58.29 31.75 9.95   
  Other 65.64 26.99 7.36   
Marital Status    0.23 0.893 
  Married 61.66 29.02 9.33   
  Other 60.71 30.95 8.33   
Gender    1.91 0.385 
  Male 62.37 30.65 6.99   
  Female 60.77 28.18 11.05   
Place of Origin    25.39 0.000 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 46.79 41.03 12.18   
  Within Canada 67.44 24.42 8.14   
  Outside Canada 74.81 19.85 5.34   
Race    2.94 0.230 
  White 61.69 27.82 10.48   
  Ethnic Minority 61.60 32.80 5.60   
Religion    15.61 0.004 
  Christians 65.57 22.95 11.48   
  Other Religion 67.57 21.62 10.81   
  No Religion 55.26 40.13 4.61   
Income    0.66 0.717 
  Under $50,000 63.93 28.69 7.38   
  Over $50,000 60.32 30.16 9.52   
Age    5.92 0.205 
  Under 30  58.18 31.82 10.00   
  30-40 57.69 36.54 5.77   
  Over 40 66.46 24.05 9.49     
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and traveling through Stanley Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and traveling through Stanley Park   
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The location of Queen Elizabeth Park makes it an important entry and exit point to other parts of 
the City of Vancouver. The study indicated that traveling through Queen Elizabeth Park is 
influenced by demographic characteristics such as marital status and the age of park users. The 
chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between marital status, age, and 
traveling through Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest that 
the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital status, age, and traveling through 
Queen Elizabeth Park) is false at 95% confidence level. 
 
The statistical analysis showed that park users who are single, divorced or widowed are more likely 
to travel through Queen Elizabeth Park than park users who are married. The survey results suggest 
that twice as much as park users who are single, divorced or widowed travel through Queen 
Elizabeth Park more often than park users who are married. Also, among the park users who never 
travel through the park, 72.73% were married whilst 55.84% were single, divorced or widowed. 
Furthermore, 24.03% of park users who are married sometimes travel through Queen Elizabeth 
Park whilst 36.55% of the aggregate of park users who are single, divorced or widowed sometimes 
travel through the park.  
 
Additionally, the chi-square analysis showed that park users who are under the age of 30 years are 
more likely to travel through Queen Elizabeth Park than park users above the age of 40 years.  
Overall, park users below the age of 30 years (6.15%) travel through Queen Elizabeth Park more 
often than park users above the age of 40 years (4.73%). Also, among the park users who never 
travel through Queen Elizabeth Park, 53.08% were below the age of 30 years while 71.62% were 
above the age of 40 years. Finally, the study indicated that there no statistically significant 
relationship between employment, gender, place of origin, race, religion, income, and traveling 
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through Queen Elizabeth Park (P>0.05). The statistical analysis of demographic characterist ics 
and traveling through Queen Elizabeth Park has been presented in Table 7.23.2.  
Table 7.23.2-Demographic Characteristics and Traveling Through Queen Elizabeth Park 
   Traveling (%)   
  Never Sometimes Often χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    2.23 0.327 
  Full-time 60.48 34.73 4.79   
  Other 65.76 27.72 6.52   
Marital Status    11.16 0.004 
  Married 72.73 24.03 3.25   
  Other 55.84 36.55 7.61   
Sex    1.38 0.501 
  Male 60.44 34.07 5.49   
  Female 66.27 28.31 5.42   
Place of Origin    8.03 0.091 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 60.14 33.45 6.41   
  Within Canada 67.57 27.03 5.41   
  Outside Canada 84.38 15.63 0.00   
Race    0.11 0.946 
  White 63.64 31.02 5.35   
  Ethnic Minority 62.58 31.29 6.13   
Religion    4.99 0.288 
  Christians 69.75 23.53 6.72   
  Other Religion 56.52 36.96 6.52   
  No Religion 61.08 34.05 4.86   
Income    0.27 0.872 
  Under $50,000 61.81 31.94 6.25   
  Over $50,000 64.25 30.43 5.31   
Age    10.93 0.027 
  Under 30  53.08 40.77 6.15   
  30-40 64.38 28.77 6.85   
  Over 40 71.62 23.65 4.73   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and traveling through Queen Elizabeth Park   
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and traveling through Queen Elizabeth Park   
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7.24 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and the 
Intensity of Park Use 
 
There is the need for park researchers and administrators to understand the relationship between 
the demographic characteristics of park users and the intensity of park use. This will help inform 
decision-makers on the demographic characteristics to consider when promoting specific park 
based activities. The statistical analysis showed that there is no significant relationship between 
employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, and intensity of Stanley Park use 
(P>0.05). There is, therefore, not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is 
no relationship between employment, marital status, gender, race, religion, income, and intens ity 
of Stanley Park use) is false at 95% confidence level.  
 
However, the chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between place of 
origin, age, and intensity of Stanley Park use (P≤0.05). Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest 
that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin, age, and intensity of 
Stanley Park use) is false at 95% confidence level. The survey results indicated that park users 
from Vancouver are more likely to use Stanley Park at a higher-intensity rate than park users from 
outside Canada. The statistical analysis indicated that 68.59 % of the park users who came from 
Vancouver use Stanley Park at higher-intensity rate compared to 39.23% among park users from 
outside Canada.  
 
Overall, the statistical analysis showed that the intensity of Stanley Park use is higher among park 
visitors who came from Vancouver (68.59%) than park users who came from outside Canada 
(39.23%). Also, park users below the age of 30 years are more likely to use Stanley Park at a 
higher- intensity rate than park users who are above the age of 40 years. The survey results 
indicated that 54.13% of the park users who are below the age of 30 years use Stanley Park at a 
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higher- intensity rate whilst it is 46.50% among park users above the age of 40 years.  Table 7.24.1 
shows the summary of the bivariate analysis of demographic characteristics and intensity of 
Stanley Park use.  
Table 7.24.1- Demographic Characteristics and Intensity of Stanley Park Use  
   Intensity (%)     
  Low  High χ2 Test P-Value 
Employment    0.07 0.797 
  Full-time 46.19  53.81   
  Other 47.53  52.47   
Marital Status    2.99 0.084 
  Married 51.04  48.96   
  Other 41.92  58.08   
Gender    0.49 0.485 
  Male 48.65  51.35   
  Female 45.00  55.00   
Place of Origin    26.85 0.000 
  Vancouver/Metro Van 31.41  68.59   
  Within Canada 54.12  45.88   
  Outside Canada 60.77  39.23   
Race    2.82 0.093 
  White 50.00  50.00   
  Ethnic Minority 40.80  59.20   
Religion    0.74 0.690 
  Christians 48.62  51.38   
  Other Religion 48.65  51.35   
  No Religion 44.08  55.92   
Income    0.0002 0.989 
  Under $50,000 46.72  53.28   
  Over $50,000 46.80  53.20   
Age    6.48 0.039 
  Under 30  45.87  54.13   
  30-40 37.50  62.50   
  Over 40 53.50  46.50   
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic charact eristics of park users and intensity of Stanley Park Use 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and intensity of Stanley Park Use 
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The statistical analysis indicated that there is no significant relationship between marital status, 
race, income, age, and the intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park use (P>0.05). Therefore, there is not 
enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between marital 
status, race, income, age, and the intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park use) is false at 95% confidence 
level.  
 
On the other hand, there is a statistically significant relationship between employment, gender, 
place of origin, religion, and the intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park use (P≤0.05). Consequently, 
there is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
employment, gender, place of origin, religion, and the intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park use) is 
false at 95% confidence level.  
 
In terms of employment, park users who are full-time employed (59.88%) tend to use Queen 
Elizabeth Park at a high-intensity rate than the aggregate of park visitors who belong to other 
employment categories such as students, unemployed, retired, and seasonally employed (47.54%). 
The findings of the study further showed that males (58.56%) use Queen Elizabeth Park at a 
higher- intensity rate than females (47.59%). Additionally, the intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park 
use among park visitors who came from Vancouver (56.79%) is higher than the intensity of use 
among park users who came from outside Canada (40.63%). The statistical analysis further 
indicated that park users who belong to other religions such as Buddhism (63.04%) use Queen 
Elizabeth Park at a higher-intensity rate than park users who are Christians (44.92%) and park 
visitors who are not affiliated with any other religion (56.22%).  
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In as much as there is no significant relationship between age and Queen Elizabeth Park use, the 
statistical analysis showed that park users below the age of 30 years (53.08%) use the park at a 
higher- intensity rate than the users above the age of 40 years (48.98%). Table 7.24.2 shows the 
bivariate analysis of demographic characteristics and intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park use. 
Table 7.24.2- Demographic Characteristics and Intensity of Queen Elizabeth Park Use   
   Intensity (%)    
  Low   High χ2 Test P-Value  
Employment    5.34 0.021  
  Full-time 40.12  59.88    
  Other 52.46  47.54    
Marital Status    1.54 0.215  
  Married 50.33  49.67    
  Other 43.65  56.35    
Gender    4.189 0.041  
  Male 41.44  58.56    
  Female 52.41  47.59    
Place of Origin    5.85 0.054  
  Vancouver/Metro Van 43.21  56.79    
  Within Canada 59.46  40.54    
  Outside Canada 59.38  40.63    
Race    0.52 0.473  
  White 44.62  55.38    
  Ethnic Minority 48.47  51.53    
Religion    5.72 0.057  
  Christians 55.08  44.92    
  Other Religion 36.96  63.04    
  No Religion 43.78  56.22    
Income    1.16 0.282  
  Under $50,000 50.00  50.00    
  Over $50,000 44.17  55.83    
Age    3.87 0.144  
  Under 30  46.92  53.08    
  30-40 36.99  63.01    
  Over 40 51.02  48.98    
* Hₒ: There is no relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and intensity of Stanley Park Use 
*Ha: There is a relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and intensity of Stanley Park Use 
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7.25 Summary of Findings and Potential Contribution to our Knowledge of Park Planning 
and Management in the Canadian Context 
Researchers such as Field (2000), Scott (1997) and Gobster (2002) have done extensive studies on 
assessing the relationship between leisure behavior and park use. Field (2000), assessed factors 
that influence some of the social behaviors in parks. Scott (1997), on the other hand, tested the 
association between the activities of park users and the time of the day, the day of the week and 
season of the year. The research conducted by Gobster (2002) focused on the characteristics of 
park users. The study showed that minority park users came in family oriented groups compared 
to park users who are White. Generally, these studies were restricted to the prediction of the urban 
park user patterns for the various demographic characteristic. However, this aspect of the study 
assesses the relationship between the demographic characteristics of park users and park based 
user activities such as biking, walking, and jogging.  
This research shows a pattern where park activities that require more physical strength are 
generally dominated by the youthful population. In planning for park development based on the 
demographic characteristics of park users, there is the need for park researchers and administra tors 
to categorize the use of parks into active and passive park user activities. The survey results 
generally showed that active park activities such as jogging and biking are mostly influenced by 
age and gender with the youthful population dominating in these activities. On the other hand , 
passive park activity such as enjoying the scenery on the parks is mostly dominated by the adult 
population.  
Overall, the statistical analysis indicated that the intensity of Stanley Park use is influenced by 
demographic characteristics such as marital status, place of origin, race, and age. On the other 
hand, the intensity of park use in Queen Elizabeth Park is influenced by demographic 
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characteristics such as employment, gender, place of origin and religion. Generally, the research 
finding showed that park users who live in Vancouver use both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park at a higher intensity rate than users coming from outside Canada. This, therefore, implies that 
the proximity to parks is an important determinant to the intensity of park use. The statistica l 
analysis also indicated that the younger age group of park users use the parks at the higher intens ity 
rate than the adult age group. It is, therefore, important for park administrators to consider these 
demographic characteristics in order to promote park based user activities. The summary of the 
findings and recommendations have been presented in Table 7.25.1.  
7.25.1 Summary of Findings and Recommendations (Park User Characteristics-Part Two) 
Research Questions  What is the relationship between park activities in Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park and the demographic characteristics of park users?  
 What are the implications for future park development and management?  
Findings of the Study  The place of origin of park users is a major contributory factor in park decision-making.  
 The statistical analysis showed a significant relationship between place of origin and 
park activities such as biking, active court sports, unorganized active play and relaxing 
in both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). 
 There is no statistically significant relationship between the demographic 
characteristic of park users and engaging in park activities such as walking and using 
public facilities in Stanley Park (P>0.05). 
 There is a statistically significant relationship between age and park activities such as 
jogging, rollerblading, active field sports and active court sports in both Stanley Park 
and Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). 
 Active park activities such as jogging and biking are mostly influenced by age and 
gender with the youthful population dominating in these activities 
 Passive park activity such as enjoying the scenery on the parks is mostly dominated by 
the adult population. 
 The intensity of Stanley Park use is influenced by demographic characteristics such as 
marital status, place of origin, race, and age. 
 The intensity of park use in Queen Elizabeth Park is influenced by demographic 
characteristics such as employment, gender, place of origin, and religion. 
 Park users who live in Vancouver use both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park at a 
higher intensity rate than users coming from outside Canada. 
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 The younger age group of park users use the parks at the higher intensity rate than the 
adult age group.    
Recommendations  Park management decisions should be informed by the type of park, type of activities 
and the type of people who use the parks. 
 Park researchers must be cautious in generalizing their findings on the relationship 
between demographic characteristics and park use. 
 Some of the results ascertained from assessing the relationships between 
demographic characteristics and park use are generalizable while others are context 
specific. 
 Park researchers and administrators should invest in studies that will help identify 
some of the factors influence those demographic characteristics that influence park 
activities. 
 In planning for park development, there is the need for park researchers and 
administrators to categorize the use of parks into active and passive park user 
activities. 
 Park administrators and policy makers must put in measures that promote access to 
recreational equipment for both indigenous park users and tourist. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 
8.0 Introduction  
This chapter presents the findings, recommendations and conclusion of the study. The complex 
nature of park planning and management makes it necessary to understand the historical overview 
of parks, the past and present park management systems and park user characteristics. In order to 
deal with the complex park management systems, there is the need for studies that will help provide 
the theoretical basis for planning for both the present and future park needs. This study broadly 
categorized the factors affecting park planning and management in the City of Vancouver into 
three main themes which address both the historical and contemporary perspectives of park 
planning. The research findings and recommendations have been categorized under these themes 
namely evolution of park planning, park management models, and park user characteristics.  
 
Planners, researchers and policy makers approach complex societal problems by analyzing the 
past, for the purpose of the present which serves as the basis for predicting the future. These 
research findings helped in establishing the interrelationship between the past trends in park use 
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and development and the present trends while at the same time looking at the future of park 
planning in the City of Vancouver.  
 
8.1 Summary of Findings and Recommendations -Evolution of Park Planning 
The study of park history will serve as an important basis for assessing how the rapid growth of 
cities affects the availability, management, and use of parks over time. Overall, the results of the 
study indicated that the development of parks in the City of Vancouver has been approached from 
a multi-stakeholder perspective since the 19th century. Many theories of the non-profit sector argue 
that public collaboration with the non-profit agencies represents a division of labor in the provision 
of collective services (Moulton & Helmut, 2001).  
In the case of the City of Vancouver, the study showed that stakeholders such as park wardens and 
park committee members were responsible for the management of parks. On the other hand, 
stakeholders such as community associations, city residents, Canadian Pacific Railways, city 
council, provincial government and other private entities were involved in the donation of land 
and provision of financial resources for the development of parks. This implies that the partnership 
between the public and private sector in park development is an old management model in the City 
of Vancouver.  
Furthermore, the research findings showed that the total area of park developed before World War 
II was greater than the total park area developed after World War II. However, the number of parks 
created in the City of Vancouver before World War II was less than the number of parks created 
after World War II. The results of the study indicated that:  
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 30.91% of the total number of parks in the City of Vancouver was created before World War 
II. 
 69.09% of the total number of parks was developed in the Post-World War II era.  
 64.75% of the total park area in the city was created before World War II.  
 35.25% of the total park area was created in the Post-World War II era.  
There is a general theoretical argument on the effect of city expansion on the availability of land 
for park development. The planner’s triangle as presented by Campbell (1996) discusses the three 
priorities and conflicts faced by city authorities in preserving the environment, promoting social 
activities and economic growth. In the case of the City of Vancouver, the expansion of the city has 
limited the ability for the city to create large parks. This indicates why all the large parks in the 
city such as Stanley Park, Queen Elizabeth Park, and Hastings Park were created before World 
War II.  
Also, the parkland per a 1,000 population has reduced from 84.0 acres in 1891 to 6.5 acres in 2011. 
This shows that the available parkland to city residents has been reducing since 1891 due to 
population growth which has serious implications on the ability of the City of Vancouver to 
maintain its standards and achieve its objectives of being among the world’s greenest cities. The 
results of the study also showed an increase in the number of persons per acre of land. This has 
contributed to the increase in the pressure on land resources in the City of Vancouver.  
 
Additionally, the study showed that the higher the number of persons per square acre on land, the 
lower the available park land per a 1,000 population. This indicates that the increase in the pressure 
of land resources due to population growth has adversely affected the availability of land for park 
development. The number of people per square acre increased from 0.5 persons in 1891 to 22.11 
persons in 2011 while the available park land per 1000 population also decreased from 84 acres 
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per 1000 population in 1891 to 6.5 acres per 1000 population in 2011. Generally, the purpose of 
establishing parks between 1945 and 1965 was in response to the increasing and diversifying park 
needs of the Post World War II emanating from the baby boom and industrial revolution. Parks 
were created to provide recreational facilities for children and pleasure ground for social activit ies 
such as picnics for the working class. Overall, the Post-World War II purpose of providing parks 
shifted from creating parks to preserve some elements of the country in the city to a more social 
oriented purpose through the provision of more recreational facilities.  
 
The Post-World War II period saw an increase in the number of physical structures and of hard 
landscaping on most parks. This was as a result of the creation of recreational facilities in most 
newly developed parks and upgrading of existing parks with recreational facilities. Parks 
developed during this period had both green landscapes and concrete landscapes due to the 
construction of facilities such as community centers, playgrounds, tennis courts, swimming pools, 
and basketball courts among other recreational facilities. In reference to these findings, the 
following recommendations can help promote the development and management of parks: 
 The availability of parks to city residents must be measured based on the number of parks and 
the total park area available. This will help in determining park accessibility and ecological 
benefits effectively.     
 The overall contribution of parks towards the achievement of ecological goals can be 
measured by calculating the difference between the total area of concrete landscaping and 
green landscaping on the parks.  
 Parks that are developed purposely for promoting ecological goals should focus on creating a 
larger area of green spaces whilst limiting the social functions.  
 It is important for park administrators and policy makers to undertake environmental impact 
assessment before developing new physical and concrete structures on parks. 
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 The strategies used for the management of parks must adapt to the changes in the social, 
economic and environmental values of city residents.   
 The limited availability of land and financial resources is a major barrier to the development 
of large parks such as Stanley Park in the Post-World War II era. Park administrators must, 
therefore, put in place measures to protect the ecological functions of these large parks for 
them to be able to perform their functions of conserving some elements of the country in the 
city. 
 Rapid population growth put pressure on land and financial resources; thus, adversely 
affecting the development of parks. The development of parks and green spaces must, 
therefore, be seen as an environmental and social right which goes beyond short-term 
economic interests. 
 
8.2 Summary of Findings and Recommendations-Park Management Models in the City of 
Vancouver  
 
The formulation of urban park policies in the United States has always been approached from the 
top-down; however, the powers on top have changed from era to era (Cranz, 1989). In as much as 
the historical development of parks in the City of Vancouver was not preceded by the formula t ion 
of policies, the park management system was more of a hybrid of the top-down and bottom-up 
approach compared to that of the United States. The historical overview of parks in the City of 
Vancouver indicated that community residents participated actively in the development of parks 
by contributing financially, donating land for park development and offering labor. The 
community associations also used undeveloped parklands for urban gardens and this improved the 
safety of these undeveloped lands. This was done with the approval of the Parks Commission.  
Historically, the management of parks in the City of Vancouver involved public agencies such as 
the Park Commission and non-profit organizations such as community associations and civic 
society organizations.  The contribution of public and private corporations such the Canadian 
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Pacific Railway in the development of parks was also significant. The Canadian Pacific Railway, 
for example, was directly involved in the sale of parklands to the Parks Board and sometimes 
donated lands for the development of parks. The provincial government also contributed to the 
development and management of parks through the donation of land and financial support. The 
land for the development of Hastens Park, for example, was acquired through grants from the 
provincial government in 1888. Since the 19th century, the City of Vancouver has relied on the 
public-private partnership model for the provision of park services. Harnik (2000) points out that 
an efficient park management department adapts agency entrepreneurialism which can promote a 
partnership between the public and private sector in the delivering of park services. Historica lly, 
parks were owned by the government, in this case, the Parks Commission; financial support came 
from both the provincial government and the Canadian Pacific Railway.  
Using Eagle’s (2009) models of park management, it can be said that the City of Vancouver has 
historically relied on a hybrid model in the development and management of parks. It is must, 
however, be noted that Eagle (2009) never proposed a hybrid model in the management of parks. 
This study indicates that the management of parks in the City of Vancouver has not been 
historically approached by one particular model but rather a combination of the elements of some 
of the models proposed by Eagle (2009). During the Pre-World War II era, the development and 
management of parks in the City of Vancouver was approached through the combination of the 
public-for-profit model and the public-non-profit model. However, these models were not 
strategically laid down to guide the development of parks but rather came along with the 
incremental development of parks in the City of Vancouver.  
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Similar to the historical approach to park management, the contemporary park management system 
of the City of Vancouver still relies on the hybrid model. However, there is a major shift in the 
roles and level of involvement of the actors involved in the process. Generally, the number of 
stakeholders involved in the planning and management of the current parks system has increased 
and become more diversified. The reduction in donations and the increases in the demand for park 
services have necessitated the need for additional sources of revenue such as taxes, user fees and 
the Local Improvement Bylaw. In addition to the hybrid of the public-for-profit and the public-
non-profit models of park management, the contemporary park management approach includes 
the elements of the national park model and the parastatal models.  This is as the result of the need 
for more park revenue generation options such as user fees and the active involveme nt of the 
private sector such as developers. There have been changes in park management approaches to 
meet the changing needs of park users in the City of Vancouver.  
The study further showed that the City of Vancouver Park Board has increased the funding options 
for the development of parks after World War II. Some of these funding options include the park 
impact fee program, lower rates of taxes, community amenity contributions, development cost 
levies and user fees. However, these funding sources are not able to meet the diversifying and 
increasing park needs of the city residents. The future of park funding in the City of Vancouver is 
moving towards the active involvement of the private sector and the payment for the use of park 
facilities. The revenue and expenditure analysis showed that there has been a marginal increase of 
0.09% in park expenditure from 2009 to 2014. On the other hand, the total revenue generated from 
park services increased by 12.43% from 2009 to 2013. 
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Despite the increase in revenue generation from park services in the City of Vancouver, the level 
of park expenditure continues to exceed the revenue generated; thus, indicating a continuous 
budget deficit in park investments since 2009. The amount of revenue generated by parks is greatly 
underestimated because of the unavailability of effective tools to assess the indirect contributions 
of parks. The social contributions of parks, for example, have not been financially quantified to 
assess its overall benefits. Also, benefits such as the contribution of parks to the economy of 
Vancouver through tourism have not been financially quantified to be included in the revenue 
generated from park services.  
In terms of employment trends, the study indicated that the number of regular full-time staff at the 
Vancouver Parks and Recreation increased in 2010. However, there has been a continuous 
decrease in the number of employees of the Vancouver Parks and Recreation from 2010 to 2014 
(714 full-time staff in 2010 versus 649 full-time staff in 2014). The reduction in the number of 
staff adversely affects the level of maintenance of parks which in turn affects the effective delivery 
of park services.  
 
The research also identified some major challenges confronting the development and management 
of parks in the City of Vancouver. The major issue confronting the development and management 
of parks is limited financial and human resources. Apart from the limited financial resources, there 
are also policies in place to cut cost in the area of parks services in the City of Vancouver. The 
City of Vancouver’s net debt increased by 8% in the 2009-2010 fiscal years. This has resulted in 
a $5.2 million budgetary cut to parks and recreation operating budget since 2009. The budgetary 
cuts led to the shutdown of Stanley Park Shuttle and children’s farmyard. It has also adversely 
affected services such as mowing of grass in some parks and boulevards. The investment in parks 
generally improves their economic, social, and environmental functions whilst limited financ ia l 
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resources restrict the ability of parks to effectively perform their functions. In terms of the level of 
stakeholder consultation, the findings of the study indicated that there has been a major shift from 
modest consultation in the 1970s to extensive consultation. The process of consulting interest 
groups in park planning and management is highly beneficial but not without its own challenges. 
This, therefore, implies that the consultation process enriches the park management process but 
sometimes serves as a major limitation due to unnecessary delays and tensions. The diversifying 
population in the City of Vancouver has resulted in major social changes. The expectation of 
stakeholders especially city residents and community association in the consultation process is 
very high. Historically, the important role played by city residents and community associations in 
the development of parks has also created a strong park value system among city residents.  
 
The socially constructed view of nature describes the current conflict between social, economic 
and environmental goals as a classical battle of man versus nature (Campbell, 1996). The pressure 
on available land resources in the City of Vancouver continues to increase due to the demographic 
and economic expansion of the city. This has resulted in an increase in the level of competition 
among various land uses; thus, increasing the cost of land and overall cost of parklands. There is 
also an enormous pressure on the conversion of parklands for other uses such as affordable 
housing, commercial activities, and industrial activities. Some of the recommendations that will 
help improve urban park management systems are:  
 The overall benefits of parks cannot be feasibly assessed using cost benefits analysis because 
there are a lot of park benefits that have not been financially quantified.  
 There is the need for further studies on how to financially quantify some of the indirect 
benefits of park services such as the social and economic benefits.  
 The level of investment in parks should not be based on the vibrancy of the economic systems; 
park investment should be based on the principle of environmental and social right.  
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 There is the need to move stakeholder consultation from rhetoric to ensure the active 
involvement of relevant stakeholders in the park planning process.  
 Park administrators and managers should build more collaboration with other stakeholders 
such as the research community, City Planning Department, and City Councillors. 
 
8.3 Summary of Findings and Recommendations-Park User Characteristics 
 
Veitch et al. (2014), believe that modifying the built environment by improving parks is a 
sustainable way to increase population level social activities. Overall, the use of Stanley Park and 
Queen Elizabeth Park were dominated by youthful population. The presence of a variety of active 
recreational facilities in both parks tends to attract the youthful population. This notwithstand ing, 
there is a fair number of park users who fall within the age cohorts of seniors. The results of the 
survey also indicated that on the average more males use Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park 
than females and the females that use the parks are normally accompanied by their male 
counterparts. Generally, this research finding justifies some of the arguments made by some park 
researchers on factors inhibiting the participation of women in the use of parks. For example, 
Henderson et al. (1996), argued that women’s participation in leisure is limited by domestic 
schedules and fear of violence.  
 
In terms of the employment status of the park users, the study showed a high employment rate 
among the visitors of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park. This also justifies the 
theoretical standpoint that people with higher employment status tend to use parks and other leisure 
spaces at a higher rate. Park researchers such as Kelly (1987) believe that there is a positive 
association between higher occupational statuses and leisure participation.  According to Statistics 
Canada (2015), the unemployment rate for the City of Vancouver in 2014 was 5.20% and that of 
2015 is 4.80%. Generally, the unemployment rate for City of Vancouver in 2014 and 2015 is higher 
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than the unemployment rate for users of Stanley Park (4.68%) and Queen Elizabeth Park (3.91%). 
Arnord and Shinew (1998) argue that the poor are receiving fewer leisure appointments due to the 
rising costs of providing basic leisure services. The income status of park users is, therefore, a 
major contributory factor to the use of parks. In the case of tourist parks such Stanley Park, high-
income earners will have the ability to travel and visit these parks more often than low-income 
earners. On the other hand, the visitors of neighborhood parks such as Queen Elizabeth Park must 
have the ability to afford the purchase of required recreational equipment before they can enjoy 
leisure activities such as tennis, hockey, golf, and basketball. This generally explains the reason 
why there are more high-income earners among the visitors of both Stanley Park and Queen 
Elizabeth Park. 
 
The survey which did not contradict some of the already existing literature on park use and race 
showed that most of the tourists who visited Stanley Park, for example, came from Europe; thus, 
contributing to the high percentage of Whites. Arnold and Shinew (1998) argues that minor ity 
ethnic groups such as Blacks are among the disadvantaged categories of people in the United 
States; thus, adversely affecting their level of leisure participation.  Kaczynski et al. (2011) also 
found that a greater percentage of Whites are active park users than other racial groups such as 
Blacks. The summary of the demographic characteristics of the park users has been presented in 
Table 8.3.1. 
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   Stanley Park % Queen Elizabeth Park% 
Age        
  18-34   41.67  48.43   
  35-49   32.26  25.64   
  50-64   16.13  17.09   
  65+   9.95  8.83   
Employment        
  Full-Time Employed  55.58  47.47   
  Part-Time Employed 9.35  11.73   
  Seasonally Employed  2.08  0.56   
  Student    15.32  19.83   
  Unemployed  4.68  3.91   
  Voluntary Employed 3.12  5.03   
  Retired   9.87  11.45   
Marital Status       
  Married   53.46  43.87   
  Single    41.00  50.71   
  Divorced   2.49  4   
  Widowed  3.05  1.42   
Gender        
  Male    49.73  51.85   
  Female    48.40  47.29   
  Other    1.87  0.85   
Place of Origin       
  Vancouver   29.87  68.95   
  Metro Vancouver   12.00  11.4   
  Within British Columbia  7.20  5.13   
  Within Canada   16.00  5.41   
  Outside Canada   34.93  9.12   
Race/Ethnicity        
  White    66.49  53.56   
  African    1.61  1.99   
  Native   1.34  1.42   
  Asian   21.72  34.47   
  Latino   6.43  5.41   
  Multi-Racial   2.41  3.13   
Religion        
  Christian    49.19  34.00   
  Moslem    3.76  2.57   
  Buddhist    3.23  6.29   
  Jewish   2.15  2.29   
  Hindu   0.80  2.00   
  No Religion  40.86  52.86   
Table 8.3.1-Demographic Characteristics of Park Users  
 287 
 
Income        
  Less than 15,000  8.49  9.12   
  15,000-25,000  7.16  10.545   
  25,000-50,000  17.24  21.37   
  50,000-75,000  16.45  17.38   
  75,000-100,000  17.77  17.38   
  More than 100,000   32.89   24.22     
 
The frequency of visit to parks is not only influenced by proximity to the park but also weather 
conditions. Overall, the survey results indicated that a higher proportion of the users of Stanley 
Park and Queen Elizabeth Park visit the parks during the summer seasons. Generally, there has 
been a major shift in park users’ perceptions on how to raise financial resources for the 
management and maintenance of parks. The historical analysis of parks in the City of Vancouver 
indicated that park development was historically funded through donations. However, the survey 
shows that park users are currently not willing to pay for the use of parks but rather expect park 
development to be funded by the City of Vancouver and other levels of government. The survey 
indicated that 37.22% of Stanley Park users expect the City of Vancouver to provide financ ia l 
resources for the development and management of parks whilst it is 47.26% among Queen 
Elizabeth Park users.  
 
In terms of the means of transport to the parks, the users of both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park rely heavily on the use of the automobile. This increases the level of carbon emissions; thus, 
distracting the ecological role of parks as a means of preserving the environment. The survey 
results showed that 41.32% of the users of Stanley Park visit the park with their private cars 
compared to 54.79% among Queen Elizabeth Park users. This has also increased the demand for 
parking spaces in the parks.  
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The major concerns of the users of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park were mostly related to 
issues of maintenance and safety. It is, therefore, important for the managers of these two parks to 
develop a maintenance plan in consultation with the park users to help improve these two areas of 
concern. This is because addressing issues of safety and park maintenance will help improve park 
conditions and facilitate higher physical activity levels. With regard to park users’ opinion on the 
provision of Wi-Fi in the parks, the study showed that park users who want Wi-Fi access in Stanley 
Park comprised of 51.80% while 48.20% opposed the provision of Wi-Fi in the park. Generally, 
Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park users who were in favor of providing accessibility to Wi-
Fi cited reasons such as improvement in communication, taking pictures, and uploading on social 
media while using the park, combining leisure and learning. The reasons cited by the visitors of 
the parks for opposing the provision of Wi-Fi include the interference with nature and the fact that 
they already have internet data on their mobile phones. Table 8.3.2 shows a summary of some of 
the major parks issues identified in the study.  
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   Stanley Park (%)   Queen Elizabeth Park (%)  
Dwelling           
  Condominium   13.14   14    
  Detached House   43.69   43.43    
  Town House   12.33   8.86    
  Semi-Detached House  6.7   5.14    
  Apartment   24.13   28.57    
Type of Rental Ownership        
  Own   55.11   44.86    
  Rent    44.89   55.14    
Frequency of Visit         
  Every Day  2.14   6.69    
  Few Times per Week 10.99   17.09    
  Once a Week  6.7   7.69    
  Once a Month  6.17   9.12    
  Few Times Per Month  5.89   11.97    
  Summer    68.09   48.43    
Means of Transport         
  Private Car  41.32   54.79    
  Public Transit   25.26   20.55    
  Charter Bus  1.58   1.1    
  Taxi   2.37   0.55    
  Walking    21.32   17.81    
  Bicycle    8.16   5.21    
Funding           
  Vancouver   37.22   47.26    
  Metro Vancouver   14.43   12.57    
  Province   20.17   20.53    
  Federal   14.43   9.73    
  User Fees   6.09   3.54    
  Donation   7.65   6.37    
Concerns          
  Safety   18.38   16.3    
  Maintenance   19.42   25    
  Design   11.17   14    
  Variety of Activities  17.01   13    
  Lighting    4.81   6.16    
  Transportation Option 12.2   7.43    
  None    17.01   18.66    
Provision of Wi-Fi         
  Yes    51.8   53.16    
  No     48.2     46.84      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8.3.2-Major Park Issues  
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8.4 Relationship between the Demographic Characteristics of Park Users and Park Based 
Activities 
 
The statistical analysis indicated that the place of origin of park users is an important factor to 
consider in the park decision making.  For example, the statistical analysis showed a significant 
relationship between place of origin and park activities such as biking, active court sports, 
unorganized active play, and relaxing in both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park (P≤0.05). 
Generally, park users from Vancouver are more likely to undertake these activities compared to 
park users from outside Canada. The study further indicated that there is no statistically significant 
relationship between the demographic characteristic of park users and engaging in park activit ies 
such as walking and using public facilities in Stanley Park (P>0.05).  
Also, there is a statistically significant relationship between age and park activities such as jogging, 
rollerblading, active field sports, and active court sports in both Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park (P≤0.05). The research findings show a pattern where park activities that require more 
physical strength are generally dominated by the youthful population. Furthermore, the statistica l 
analysis indicated that the intensity of Stanley Park use is influenced by demographic 
characteristics such as marital status, place of origin, race, and age. On the other hand, the intens ity 
of Queen Elizabeth Park use is influenced by demographic characteristics such as employment, 
gender, place of origin, and religion. The statistical analysis for Stanley Park is shown in Table 
8.4.1 and Table 8.4.2. 
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Table 8.4.1-Demographic Characteristics and Park Activities-Stanley Park 
*P>0.05-There is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
the demographic characteristics of the park users and the activities they undertake in the park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. 
 
*P≤0.05-There is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of the park users and the activities they undertake in the park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Activities 
Employ 
Marital 
Status 
Gender 
Place of 
Origin 
Race Religion Income Age 
Walking  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Jogging 
P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Biking 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Rollerblading 
P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Active field sports 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Active court sports 
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 
Unorganized active play 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Using playground 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Fishing  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Dog Walking 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Swimming 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Boating/canoeing 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Picnicking  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Eating lunch  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Meeting friends  
P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Reading  
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Relaxing 
P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Sunbathing  
P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Enjoying historic signs 
P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Bird/Wildlife watching 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Enjoying the scenery 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Using the public facilities  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Traveling through 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
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Table 8.4.2-Demograhic Characteristics and Park Activities-Queen Elizabeth Park 
Activities 
Employ 
Marital 
Status 
Gender 
Place of 
Origin 
Race Religion Income Age 
Walking  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Jogging 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Biking 
P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Rollerblading 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Active field sports 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Active court sports 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Unorganized active play 
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Dog Walking 
P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Picnicking  
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Eating lunch  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Meeting friends  
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Reading  
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Relaxing 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Sunbathing  
P≤0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Enjoying historic signs 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Bird/Wildlife watching 
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 
Enjoying the scenery 
P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Using the public facilities  
P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
Traveling through 
P>0.05 P≤0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P>0.05 P≤0.05 
*P>0.05-There is not enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between 
the demographic characteristics of the park users and the activities they undertake in the park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. 
 
*P≤0.05-There is enough evidence to suggest that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between the 
demographic characteristics of the park users and the activities they undertake in the park) is false at 95% 
confidence level. 
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Generally, the research findings indicated that park users who live in Vancouver use both Stanley 
Park and Queen Elizabeth Park at a higher- intensity rate than users coming from outside Canada. 
This, therefore, implies that the proximity to parks is an important determinant of the intensity of 
park use. The chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant relationship between place of 
origin, age, and intensity of Stanley Park use (P≤0.05). Hence, there is enough evidence to suggest 
that the null hypothesis (Hₒ: there is no relationship between place of origin, age, and intensity of 
Stanley Park use) is false at 95% confidence level. The survey results showed that park users from 
Vancouver are more likely to use Stanley Park at a higher- intensity rate than park users from 
outside Canada.  
The statistical analysis indicated that 68.59 % of the park users who came from Vancouver use 
Stanley Park at higher-intensity rate compared to 39.23% among park users from outside Canada.  
Also, the statistical analysis showed that the intensity of Stanley Park use is higher among park 
visitors who came from Vancouver (68.59%) than park users who came from outside Canada 
(39.23%). In terms of age, park users below the age of 30 years are more likely to use Stanley Park 
at a higher- intensity rate than park users who are above the age of 40 years. The survey results 
indicated that 54.13% of the park users who are below the age of 30 years use Stanley Park at a 
higher- intensity rate whilst it is 46.50% among park users above the age of 40 years. The 
recommendations for this aspect of the study are as follows:  
 Park management decisions should be informed by the type of park, type of activities and the 
type of people who use the parks. 
 The use of parks is dominated by the youthful population; however, park and recreation 
agencies should make provisions for park facilities such as senior citizens centers that will 
attract seniors to park spaces. 
 294 
 
 The major park concerns were related to issues of maintenance and safety. It is, therefore, 
important for the managers of these two parks to develop a maintenance plan in consultat ion 
with the park users to help improve these two areas of concern. 
 Some of the results ascertained from assessing the relationships between demographic 
characteristics and park use are generalizable while others were not. Park researchers must be 
cautious in generalizing their findings on the relationship between demographic 
characteristics and park use. 
 Park researchers and administrators should invest in studies that will help identify some of 
the factors that influence those demographic characteristics that have a relationship with park 
activities. 
 In planning for park development, there is the need for park researchers and administrators to 
categorize the use of parks into active and passive park user activities. This will help identify 
the park needs of both the youthful and older population.  
 Park administrators and policy makers must put in measures that promote access to 
recreational equipment for both indigenous park users and tourists. 
 Park administrators and researchers should do more research on the factors that inhibit the 
ability of the female population from using parks. 
 
8.5 Limitations of the Study 
The effective use of the mixed methods approach in this study shows the complementary nature 
of qualitative and quantitative research methods. The historical analysis of urban parks in the City 
of Vancouver relied mostly on documentary data sources. The use of secondary data as the main 
source of data could be highly biased especially if only one type of secondary data is used. This 
study, however, used secondary data from different sources and different institutions such as the 
Parks Board Records, City of Vancouver policy documents, City of Vancouver Operating Budget 
and Vancouver Archival Services to help address the bias associated with relying on one 
documentary source.  
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The process of collecting primary data is a complex, costly, and time-consuming exercise. The 
conduct of institutional interviews required a lot of flexibility and preparation in the design and 
collection of data. This is because most of the interview participants have busy schedules; thus, 
getting their interview responses involved a series of follow-ups. Parks surveys are also restricted 
by weather conditions since field works cannot be done during the winter seasons.  
The researcher, therefore, had to work extra hours to defend the proposal in April 2014, go through 
ethics review and collect data in summer 2014. The proximity of the City of Vancouver to UNBC 
helped overcome some of the financial and time constraints. The collection of data on the total 
number of park users for large parks is a difficult and expensive endeavor. The calculation of the 
sample size was limited by the fact that the City of Vancouver Park Board did not separate the 
total park users in winter and summer seasons when collecting the data on the total number Stanley 
Park and Queen Elizabeth Park users. The error of margin will, however, be minimal since most 
of the activities on these parks are outdoor activities which are mostly undertaken during the 
summer seasons.   
Park user survey is among the most difficult forms of surveys because park users normally come 
to the parks for specific park activities; thus, engaging them in research activities normally distracts 
them. Field assistants, therefore, require practical approaches to increase the response rate. The 
assistants involved in this study were encouraged to be extra polite to the park users and also ask 
permission for their audience. It is also very difficult to get park users who are involved in active 
recreation such as biking and jogging, to take part in surveys.  
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However, the researcher overcame this challenge by first undertaking an observational study to 
identify where these categories of park users rest, waited for their companions or drunk water. The 
field assistants waited for such users at these strategic locations. Most of the park users agreed to 
fill the questionnaires as they relaxed on their bikes or on benches at the various water stations. 
This helped in increasing the response rate among these categories of users involved in active 
recreation. It is not advisable to stop park users involved in active recreation to fill a questionna ire. 
It will disrupt the activities of the park users; thus, adversely affecting their willingness to take 
part in the survey. However, it is the duty of the researcher to identify where the various categories 
of users relax and then wait for them there to fill the questionnaire as they relax.  
8.6 Conclusion 
The underestimation of the economic, social, and environmental value of parks has adversely 
affected the level of investment in the development and management of parks. The economic value 
of parks includes the amount of revenue generated from tourism activities resulting from park use, 
the employment generated from the delivery of park services, and the reduction in the development 
cost of storm water facilities due to the presence of park facilities.  
 
The social benefits derived from the use of parks services include the promotion of recreational 
activities, active living, and social interactions. Lord Frederick Arthur Stanley, who was the 
governor general of Canada in 1888, saw the social functions of parks as a means of addressing 
social disparities. This was reflected in his statement on October 19, 1889, while commissioning 
Stanley Park; “to the use and enjoyment of people of all colors, creeds, and customs for all time, I 
name thee Stanley Park”.  
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The ecological benefits of parks, on the other hand, include the contribution of parks to the 
preservation of urban greeneries in cities. The development of parks, therefore, has mult i-
dimensional benefits manifesting itself in economic development, promotion social interaction and 
the preservation of the natural environments of cities. In as much as these benefits complement 
each other, there is some level of conflicts among these multifunctional roles of parks.  
 
Overall, the research findings indicated that an increase in the level of social activities on parks 
adversely affects the ecological functions of the parks. For example, the analysis of the historica l 
trends of the development parks showed that there has been an increase in the number of physical 
structures on the various parks in the City of Vancouver. The increase in recreational facilities on 
the parks has contributed to the increase in the area of concrete landscaping; thus, restricting the 
ecological functions of the parks.  
 
The size and number of parks developed depends on the availability and cost of land. Generally, 
the total park area developed during the Pre-World War II period was more than the total park area 
developed during the Post-World War II period. However, the number of parks in the Post-World 
War II era was more than the number of parks in the Pre-World War II era. The larger the area of 
park land, the more efficient its ecological function whilst an increase in the number of parks 
increases park accessibility.  
 
It can be concluded that there is a relationship between the population park ratio and the population 
density. As the number of people per square acre increases, the population park ratio decreases. 
This indicates that population growth has a negative relationship with the acres of parkland 
available to city residents which reflect in the continuous decrease in the population park ratio. 
The historical trends of the development of parks in the City of Vancouver have implications for 
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park value, funding, maintenance, and management. The management of parks in the City of 
Vancouver has been approached using the hybrid model of park management since the creation of 
Stanley Park. Historically, parks were managed using a hybrid of the public-for-profit model and 
public- non-profit models of park management. However, the contemporary park management 
approach has included the elements of the national park and parastatal models to the already 
existing models to meet the changing park needs.  
 
The involvement of relevant stakeholders in the urban park planning process is as important as the 
benefits derived from the use of the parks. Therefore, there is an urgent need to move stakeholder  
participation from rhetoric to practicality to ensure the active involvement of all relevant 
stakeholders in the planning process. This will promote the overall acceptance of implemented 
policies and the maximization of park benefits for societal well-being. The involvement of relevant 
stakeholders in the park planning process is a complex, costly, and time-consuming exercise.   
 
The City of Vancouver Park Board system is an important model of park management. However, 
the level of efficiency can be improved if park administrators build more collaboration with other 
stakeholders such as the research community, City Planning Department, City Councillors, and all 
the broad range of stakeholders who have an interest in park planning and management. One of 
the objectives of adopting a suitable park management model is to improve the park services 
rendered to park users. There is, therefore, the need to understand the behavior, characterist ics, 
and opinions of these parks users.  
The study of urban parks is an important case study for the analysis of the opportunities and 
challenges presented by the three pillars of sustainable development. The development of parks 
has multi-dimensional benefits and conflicts manifesting itself in economic development, 
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promoting social interaction, and the preservation of the natural environments of cities. Overall, 
park management decisions should be informed by the type of park, type of activities and the type 
of people who use the parks. The bivariate analysis showed that there is the need for park 
researchers to be cautious in generalizing their findings on the relationship between demographic 
characteristics and park use. Some of the results ascertained from assessing the relationships 
between demographic characteristics and park use are generalizable while others are context -
specific. For example, the chi-square analysis indicated that there is no statistically significant 
relationship between gender and active walking in Stanley Park (P>0.05). However, the 
relationship between gender and walking in Queen Elizabeth Park was statistically significant 
(P≤0.05).  
It is, therefore, important for park administrators and policy makers to formulate context specific 
policies and management decisions in relation to the demographic characteristics of park users and 
active walking. Age is an important and generalizable determinant for park activities such as 
rollerblading, active field sports, court sports and sunbathing. The chi-square analysis showed a 
statistically significant relationship between age and the use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth 
Park for rollerblading, active field sports and active court sports (P≤0.05).  
The research findings showed a pattern where park activities that require more physical strength 
are generally dominated by the younger age groups. In planning for park development, there is the 
need for park researchers and administrators to categorize park activities into active and passive 
uses. The survey results indicated that active park activities such as field and court sports are 
mostly undertaken by the younger age groups. On the other hand, passive park activity such as 
enjoying the scenery on the parks is mostly dominated by the adult population. The place of origin 
of park users is also an important factor for biking and playing active court sports. The results of 
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the statistical tests showed a statistically significant relationship between the place of origin of 
park users and the use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for biking and active court sports. 
The results of the study indicated that park users from Vancouver are more likely to engage in 
biking and playing active court sports than tourists.  
An interaction with some tourists during field visits showed that most of these tourists do not have 
adequate information on where to rent recreational equipment such as bicycles. This limits their 
ability to engage in park activities that require recreational equipment. However, park users who 
came from Vancouver are not inhibited by recreational equipment because most of them have their 
own equipment. Access to recreational equipment is, therefore, an important factor that can 
promote or inhibit park activities that require recreational equipment. Park administrators and 
policymakers must put in measures that promote access to recreational equipment for both 
indigenous park users and tourists. These may include but not limited to creating more rental 
options in the park and also improving information flow on the availability of such facilities.  
The study further showed that there is a statistically significant relationship between gender and 
the use of Stanley Park and Queen Elizabeth Park for playing active field sports. Overall, the results 
of the study indicated that more males are likely to engage in active field sports than females. 
Cities that are dominated by male population must, therefore, develop facilities that will promote 
park activities such as active field sports to meet the needs of their male population. Also, park 
administrators should also identify factors that inhibit female population from engaging in active 
field sports. This will help improve equitable access to park facilities irrespective of the gender of 
park users. Generally, passive park activities such as enjoying the scenery on the parks are mostly 
dominated by the adult population. The statistical analysis also indicated that the intensity of 
Stanley Park use is related to demographic characteristics such as marital status, place of origin, 
 301 
 
race, and age. On the other hand, the intensity of park use in Queen Elizabeth Park is related to 
demographic characteristics such as employment, gender, place of origin and religion. The results 
of the study showed a strong relationship between the place of origin of park users and the intens ity 
of park use. The research findings showed that park users who live in Vancouver use both Stanley 
Park and Queen Elizabeth Park at a higher intensity rate than park users coming from outside 
Canada. This, therefore, implies that the proximity to parks is an important factor related to the 
intensity of park use. Finally, the statistical analysis indicated that the younger age group of park 
users use the parks at the higher intensity rate than the adult age group.  It is, therefore, important 
for park administrators to consider these demographic characteristics in order to promote park 
based user activities.  
8.7 Recommendations for Further Studies  
The management of parks become more complex as the city expands. It must be noted that not 
every city benefits from growth. The urban park is a small facet of the infrastructural system of 
every city. However, this study shows the complexities involved in its development and 
management. These complexities offer important lessons on adoption of appropriate urban growth 
management strategies in our cities.  
For example, as housing prices continue to escalate in cities such as Toronto and Vancouver; there 
is the need for developers to take an active role in the development of local amenities such as 
parks. Additionally, city authorities must put in measures to manage the growth of our cities which 
will, in turn, slow down the escalation of housing prices. This will also help in reducing the 
pressure on urban green spaces.  
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There is a new emerging trend where foreign investors acquire real estate properties in major cities 
as a means of diversifying their wealth. Despite the fact that most of these properties are vacant, 
they contribute enormously in the escalation of real estate prices. These properties could be 
charged more property taxes to fund the development of urban infrastructure such as parks. There 
is the need for further studies on how developers and property owners can contribute to the 
development of social amenities such as urban parks whilst at the same time using it as a smart 
urban growth management strategy. Some other areas that need further research include: 
 There is the need for further studies on how to financially quantify some of the indirect 
benefits of park services.  
 Further research on the environmental impacts of the development of physical structures 
and concrete landscaping on parks. 
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Appendix I -A Map Showing the Parks in the City of Vancouver 
 
 
Source: City of Vancouver Park Board 
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Appendix II-Chinatown in 1945 
 
Source: City of Vancouver Archives  
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Appendix III-Downtown Vancouver and Stanley Park in 1930  
 
Source: City of Vancouver Archives  
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Appendix IV-Map of Stanley Park 
 
 
Source: Vancouver Park  Board, 2014 
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Appendix V-Map of Queen Elizabeth Park
 
Source: Vancouver Park Board, 2014 
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Appendix VI-Stuctured Questionnaires  
 
 
 
University of Northern British Columbia 
3333 University Way, Prince George, BC, Canada, V2N 4Z9 
 
PARK USE AND USER CHARACTERISTICS SURVEY 
 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
Stephen Takyi is a Doctoral Candidate of the School of Natural Resource and Environmental 
Studies at the University of Northern British Columbia and is directing this research study. We are 
conducting a study on park use and park users.   Your participation in this study is essential for our work. 
It will assist in making recommendations for improving the management and services delivered by parks.  
 
 This is a simple questionnaire. All responses will be kept completely anonymous and confidential 
and only be reported in aggregate.  
 
PLEASE DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THE SURVEY. The survey should only 
take 5 to10 minutes to complete.  
 
Once the study is completed, I will gladly give you the results through email if requested.  Please 
contact me either by regular mail or email by using the address below for the summary of the research 
findings. 
 
Stephen Appiah Takyi 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC, V2N 4Z9 
 
 
 
         Phone (778) 890-0412 
         E-mail: takyi@unbc.ca  
 
If you have any questions about this study, please call or write: 
 
Dr. Andrew D. Seidel 
School of Environmental Planning 
Professor, Chair 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, BC, V2N 4Z9 
Email: andrew.seidel@unbc.ca    
 
 
UNBC Research Ethics Board 
Prince George, BC, V2N 4Z9 
Fax (250) 960 5156 
Phone (250) 960 6735 
E-mail: reb@unbc.ca   
 
 
 
Filling out this survey, titled “Park  Use and User Characteristics in the city of Vancouver,” indicates that I am at 
least 18 years old and that I am giving my informed consent to be a subject in this study.  
 
Survey Options (Please choose one of the following survey options).  
 
 I will fill out the questionnaire with a field assistant 
 I will fill out the questionnaire on my own 
 I will fill out the questionnaire and will send it by mail (prepaid envelope will be provided) 
 
SURVEY BEGINS ON PAGE 2    
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SURVEY BEGINS HERE    
 
PARK USE AND USER CHARACTERISTICS IN VANCOUVER 
. 
Background Information 
Today’s date ___________ 
I’m in  Stanley Park,  Queen Elizabeth Park 
Demographic Characteristics 
These questions are for statistical purposes only.  We just need to be sure that we speak to a broad 
spectrum of people.  All of your answers are strictly confidential. 
 
1. Are you employed? 
 Full-Time Employment 
 Part Time Employment 
 Seasonal Employment 
 Student 
 Unemployed   
 Voluntarily Unemployed 
 Other ______________
 
2. What is your marital status? __________________ 
3. How old are you? _____________ 
4. Are you  Male,  Female,  Other_______________ 
5. Where did you travel from to visit this park? 
 Vancouver 
 Metro Vancouver 
 Within BC 
 Outside BC 
 Within Canada  
 Outside Canada 
 Other ______________
 
6. What is your postal code? _______________________ 
7. How do you identify your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply) 
 White/European American 
 African American 
 Native American 
 Asian American 
       Latino/Hispanic 
 Multi-Racial 
 Other ______________ 
 
8. How do you identify your religious status? (Check all that apply)
 Christian 
 Moslem 
 Buddhist  
 Jewish 
 Hindu 
 No Religion 
 Other________________ 
9. What was your total family income last year, before taxes? (Check One)
 Less than $15,000 
 $15,000 - $25,000 
 $25, 000 - $50,000 
 $50,000 – $75,000 
 $75,000 - $100,000 
 More than $100,000 
10. What type of housing do you live? (Check One)
 Condominium 
 Detached House 
 Town House 
 Semi-detached House 
 Apartment 
 Other_________________ 
 
11. Do you own or rent your housing?  Own ,  Rent   
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PARK USE INFORMATION 
12. How often do you visit this park during the summer?  (Check One) 
 Every day 
 A few times per week 
 Once a week 
 Once a month 
 A few times per month 
 Once or twice during the summer 
 Never 
13. How many people do you typically visit the park with, in addition to yourself? _______  
14. Who do you typically visit the park with? (Check all that apply) 
 Family 
 Friends 
 Pet(s) 
 Colleague(s) 
 Other ___________ 
15. How far do you travel to reach the park? ________ kilometer (s) (or minutes _________) 
16. From where do you typically travel from to visit the park (work, home, other)? (Circle one) 
17. How did you get to the park today?  
 Private Car 
 Public Transport  
 Charter Bus 
                Taxi 
                  Walking 
                  Bicycle 
                  Other ______________
Park Management  
18. How should park development and management be funded?  
 City of Vancouver 
 Metro Vancouver 
 Provincial Funding 
 Federal Funding 
 Park User Fees 
 Donations  
 Other ______________
19. What are your major concerns in using this park? (Check all that apply) 
 Safety  
 Park Maintenance 
 Park Design  
 Variability of Activities  
 Lighting  
 Transportation Options to Parks 
 Other ______________
20. What will be some of your recommendations to help improve the conditions in the park? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
21. What are the main benefits that this park has brought to YOU? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
22. What is your favorite park in the city of Vancouver and why? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
23. What is your favorite park outside the city of Vancouver and why? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________ 
24. What are some of the future needs that should addressed by the park? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
25. Will you recommend the provision of Wi-Fi at the park and why? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
26. What activities do you participate in at the park? (Check all that apply, if none go to Q. 27)  
Activities Never Sometimes Often N/A 
 Walking/hiking     
 Jogging/running     
 Biking     
 Rollerblading     
 Active field sports: baseball, softball, soccer     
 Active court sports: basketball, tennis, volleyball     
 Unorganized active play: Frisbee, catch     
 Using playground     
 Fishing     
 Dog Walking     
 Swimming, wading     
 Boating/canoeing     
 Picnicking or barbequing      
 Eating lunch     
 Visiting or meeting friends     
 Reading     
 Relaxing, resting or hanging-out     
 Sunbathing     
 Enjoying historic or interpretive signs/information     
 Bird/Wildlife watching     
 Enjoying the scenery     
 Using the public facilities (bathroom, water fountain)     
 Traveling through it to get to another destination     
 Other   _____________________________________     
 
27. Are there any activities you think should be made available in this park?  Yes ,  No 
28. If Yes, what are they? ____________________________________________________________  
 
 
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY  
 
 324 
 
Appendix VII-Interview Guide  
 
 
 
INTERVIEW GUIDE  
URBAN PARK MANAGEMENT IN VANCOUVER 
STAKEHOLDER IDENTITY 
 CITY COUNCILOR 
 PARKS COMMISSIONER 
 CITY PLANNER 
 OTHER STAKEHOLDER 
 
1. What are some of your roles in the development and management of parks? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
2. What are some of the factors that influence the changes in park management strategies in the city of 
Vancouver? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. What are some of the post-World War II park management strategies in the City of Vancouver? 
             Parks Needs Assessment  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Funding 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Stakeholder Consultation 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Park Maintenance  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Siting of Park Lands 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Protection of Park Lands 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Other Park Management Interventions 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
4. What were the limitations and justifications for these past management strategies?  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. What were some of the specific needs addressed by these past management strategies?  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. What are some of the present park management strategies in the city of Vancouver? 
Parks Needs Assessment 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Funding 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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____________________________________________________________________________ 
Stakeholder Consultation 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Park Maintenance  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Siting of Park Lands 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
Protection of Park Lands 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7. What are some of the specific needs addressed by these management strategies?  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. What are some of the economic and social changes addressed by these management strategies?  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. What are some of the challenges in implementing these management strategies? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 327 
 
10. What are some of the best funding models for parks in Vancouver? (Could include funding models from 
other municipalities, if so please name the municipality) 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
11. What are some of the challenges associated with the management and maintenance of parks? 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
12. How do you see the future of parks in the City of Vancouver?  
i.  Ownership 
ii.  Stakeholder Consultation 
iii.  Funding 
iv.  Management  
v. Maintenance 
vi.   Regulations/Byelaws  
13. Please add any information relating to park management and policies in the City of Vancouver that you 
think will be relevant to this study.  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix VIII-Informed Consent 
 
Informed Consent Form 
Date: August 2014 to May 2015 
 
Study Name: Factors Influencing Urban Park Planning and Management in the City of Vancouver 
 
Researcher: Stephen Appiah Takyi, University of Northern British Columbia (takyi@unbc.ca ) 
 
Purpose of the Research: To study the factors that influence park planning and management in the city of Vancouver.  
 
Selection of Respondents: The main actors involved in the planning and management of parks in the city of Vancouver were 
selected for this interview. These individuals were selected because of their position as a Vancouver Park Commissioner, City  
Councilor, City Planner or manager of either Stanley or Queen Elizabeth. Participants are giving their personal opinion and the 
information they provide does not represent the position of their affiliate institutions.  
 
Expectations from Interview Respondents : If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete an 
interview.  The interview should take 15-30 minutes to complete.  Participants can choose to undertake face to face interview, 
telephone interview, Skype interview or interview guide could be emailed to respondents.  
 
Risks and Discomforts : We do not foresee any risks or discomfort from your participation in the research 
 
Benefits of the Research: Possible benefits are that city authorities and other interest groups will learn more about how parks 
are developed and managed in the city of Vancouver and how that can influence park planning an d management. 
 
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary and you may choose to stop participating at 
any time.  Your decision not to volunteer will not influence the nature of your relationship with the University of Northern 
British Columbia either now, or in the future. 
 
Withdrawal from the Study:  You can stop participating in the study at any time, for any reason, if you so decide.  Your 
decision to stop participating, or to refuse to answer particular questions, will not affect your relationship with the researchers, 
University of Northern British Columbia, or any other group associated with this project. In the event you withdraw from the 
study, all associated data collected will be destroyed immediately. 
 
Confidentiality: All information you supply during the research will be held in confidence and unless you specifically indicate 
your consent, your name will not appear in any report or publication of the research. Data will be collected by taking notes and 
using audio recordings.  We will, however, need your approval before using audio recordings. The data will be safely stored in 
a locked cabinet at my office and only research assistants will have access to this information.  Data will be destroyed two 
years after thesis defense. Confidentiality will be provided to the fullest extent possible by law but anonymity cannot be 
guaranteed. 
 
Questions about the Research:  If you have questions about the research in general or about your role in the study, please feel 
free to contact Dr. Andrew D. Seidel either by telephone at (250) 960 5359 or by e-mail (seidel@unbc.ca).  This research has 
been reviewed and approved by the University of Northern British Columbia’s Ethics Review Board  and conforms to the 
standards of the Canadian Tri-Council Research Ethics guidelines.  If you have any questions about this process or about your 
rights as a participant in the study, please contact the University Of Northern British Columbia Research Eth ics Board 
(telephone 250-960-6735 or e-mail reb@unbc.ca). 
 
 
Signature     Date        
Participant 
 
Signature     Date        
Principal Investigator 
